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A Faustian Foreign Policy from Woodrow Wilson to 
George W. Bush 


Introduction 


Toward a Faustian Diplomacy 


Forgetfulness and... even historical falsehoods are an essential factor in the for- 
mation of a nation, and so it is that the progress of historical studies is often a 
danger for the spirit of nationality. 

Ernest Renan, Ou’est-ce qu’une nation? (1882) 


Unkowningly, American colonists took the first step on the path to a Faus- 
tian foreign policy the moment they set out on their “errand into the wilder- 
ness” in the New World. Despite their constant jeremiads about sinfulness and 
“incessant and never successful cry for repentance, the Puritans launched them- 
selves upon the process of Americanization.” Even though the Puritans initially 
expressed doubts about territorial expansion because of their fears of encoun- 
tering the “profane,” later explorers, immigrants, homesteaders, and fur traders 
carried this Americanization process across the continent with largely the same 
unshakable and shared belief that their endeavor was blessed by God. In effect, 
they turned the jeremiad “doctrine of [God’s] vengeance into a promise of ulti- 
mate success, affirming the world, and despite the world, the inviolability of 
the colonial cause.” Americans came to believe that they would achieve their 
errand — and ultimately their dream of Manifest Destiny — because they repre- 
sented a sanguine force for good." 

The United States is not alone in developing and nurturing the notion that it is 
a force for good; all nation-states have their self-serving creation myths. Nations 
(and sometimes even regions within nations) contrive narratives surrounding 
the conditions of their foundation. In times of extreme crisis, these original 
myths are elaborated upon or amended to suit new conditions and, occasionally, 
new origin accounts are generated. It does not matter whether national myths 
are positive or negative or represent more faith than fact; they are absolutely 
essential for the body politic in any country to function collectively. When 
defeats assume more mythological importance for nations than their victories, 
they often give rise to fantasies about revenge and restoration of past glory.* 
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Elaboration on and reinvention of these national public myths, sometimes 
called national cultural identity, also occur after countries have reached the 
height of their powers and hold sway over other nations. Regardless of the 
reason for the creation of national myths, whether the impetus derives from 
negative or positive events or from weakness or strength, national origins stories 
obscure reality. The clouds of myth are especially useful when it comes to 
justifying foreign policy. Walter L. Hixson has argued that America’s national 
myth ultimately “create[d] a structure of consent that enable[d] the hegemony of 
a militant and undemocratic foreign policy in an ostensibly democratic society.” 
Thus, “‘taming the frontier,’ advancing ‘civilization,’ or leading the ‘Free World’ 
all are inextricably linked to foreign policy goals of the United States.” The 
national creation myth was “crucial in fostering consensus or hegemony; it is 
a mythical discourse that masquerades as truth to justify imperial conduct as 
well as the ordering of domestic hierarchies.” 3 

Once the United States emerged from the First World War powerful enough 
to begin asserting its foreign policy worldwide instead of just in the West- 
ern Hemisphere, there was little, except rhetoric, left of the Puritan harangues 
against sin or desire for repentance or doubts about unfulfilled “errands into the 
wilderness.” Instead, the country began to cut “deals with the devil” in order 
to maintain an expanding list of global goals. Like Jonathan Wolfgang von 
Goethe’s Faust, who gloried in the youth, unlimited knowledge, and fortune 
temporarily bestowed upon him by Mephistopheles, the United States gloried 
in its rapid rise in prosperity and power during the American Century. Just as 
Faust ignored the sordidness and violence of his liaison with Margarete, Ameri- 
can presidents from Woodrow Wilson to George W. Bush failed to acknowledge 
the often-dirty diplomatic deals they made because to do so would undermine 
their own and the country’s belief in American virtue and exceptionalism. 

The comparison to Faust is especially apt in terms of the U.S. foreign policy 
after the end of the Cold War. Faust, at the zenith of his happiness and potency, 
broke his pact with the devil by wishing that things would never change. Car- 
rying the metaphor forward, it could be argued that the United States, at the 
height of its power upon winning the Cold War, made a similar mistake by 
trying to stop time and impose its hegemony indefinitely on the rest of world. 
Philosophically, one could retreat to Oswald Spengler’s much-maligned theory 
about the decline of the West and see the United States as the ultimate exam- 
ple of his “Faustian civilization” where the populace constantly strives for the 
unattainable and goes into protracted, inevitable, and tragic decline, know- 
ing that its goals cannot be achieved but refusing to settle for less. In either 
metaphor, Faust’s relationship to Mephistopheles is emblematic of the ways the 
United States has conducted its foreign policy from 1920 through 2007. 


American Exceptionalism 


From its inception religious and political leaders have nourished and perpetu- 
ated a mythical view of America as an exceptional nation with God always on 
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its side. John Winthrop preached that the crucial purpose of the Puritan venture 
into the New World in 1630 was to establish a “city set on the hill” with the “eies 
of all people uppon us.” In a variety of religious and secularized versions this 
Puritan vision of America as “uniquely pleasing to God” and as “the new 
Jerusalem” or “the New Israel” became one of the enduring features of U.S. 
foreign policy down to the present. Perpetuation of this mythical view has been 
enormously successful: a Pew Center poll taken in 2003 indicated that 71 per- 
cent of evangelical Christians believed that the United States had “special pro- 
tection of God”; 40 percent of mainline Christians did, and 39 percent of all 
Catholics did. Given the fact that a little over three-quarters of Americans are 
Christian and only ro percent of the remainder consider themselves neither reli- 
gious nor spiritual, it is difficult to overestimate how deeply this God-endowed 
exceptionalism permeates contemporary society. This permeation makes it next 
to impossible for average citizens to recognize limits to national power by view- 
ing the “American way of life [as] no more than one variation among many to 
which humanity adheres.” 4 

Cultural and literary scholars have elaborated on this foundation of Ameri- 
can exceptionalism and its secularization. They point out that the use of moral- 
ity, pseudo-religious concepts, and linguistic gymnastics has consistently been 
present and behind the “divinely sanctioned national greatness” at the heart 
of American cultural identity as a nation. From the early colonial period, the 
Puritans (and their southern counterparts) began to impose “civilization” on 
“savages” and on the environment in order to create a New World that they 
believed was foreordained by God. This constituted a “cultural approach to 
understanding national identity” that Sacvan Bercovitch called the “myth of 
America,” meaning the pursuit of an unattainable “errand into the wilder- 
ness...through the technique of the Biblical jeremiad, a ritualized denunci- 
ation of sin with an attendant call for redemption.” This American myth is 
rooted in Puritan Massachusetts and its convictions about “inherent virtue, 
providential destiny, and mission.” According to Bercovitch, “the ritual of the 
jeremiad” provided “a frame for understanding the emergence of a [capitalist 
middle-class] hegemonic national identity . . . [which] ‘bespeaks an ideological 
consensus...unmatched in any other modern culture’ [and is] unsurpassed 
by any other modern nation.”5 While the mythical foundation of American 
national cultural identity is not unprecedented in the history of the world, it is 
the dominant one at the moment. 

The New World’s physical isolation from other continents augmented this 
myth of moral and geographic exceptionalism and ultimately led to the idea 
that the United States had sovereignty over the entire Western Hemisphere and 
could always protect itself from the rest of world if it had to. President Woodrow 
Wilson would later refer to the sanctity and physical separation and superiority 
of the United States as its “self-possession,” meaning he believed that whatever 
America touched — that is embraced, whether it be justice, democracy, or self- 
government — it “made holy” because it operated out of a sense of disinterest 
and universal service to the world. Such beneficent selflessness arose from the 
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fact that the United States, according to Wilson, had no “reason to fear that 
from any quarter our independence or the integrity of our territory” could be 
threatened and because as a Christian nation the country “exempliffied] that 
devotion to the elements of righteousness... derived from the revelations of 
Holy Scripture.”° 

This exceptionalist belief in the county’s “rightness” and military capability 
led to the corollary that it should at the same time protect itself from the 
evils of the world whenever American principles were perceived to be rejected 
or ignored or under attack. While September 11 temporarily shattered “the 
ethos of American invulnerability,” as not even Pearl Harbor or the Cuban 
missile crisis had, it quickly became unpatriotic to question the myth about the 
exceptional ability of the United States to protect itself. Exceptionalism is also 
at the core of the singular American belief in its foreordained prosperity and at 
the core of the victim mentality and loss of innocence expressed by its politicians 
and pundits every time America experiences a major domestic or foreign policy 
setback or disaster.” 

Without too much exaggeration one could say that upon entering the new 
millennium the United States was at the height of its myth-affirming powers. 
Unfortunately, instead of triggering new domestic perspectives and a reassess- 
ment of its Cold War foreign policies, the tragic events of September 11 sim- 
ply reinforced the country’s view of its moral and physical uniqueness among 
nations as it tried to compensate for its most severe encounter with vulnerability. 

What is often forgotten about this conflation of exceptionalism, invulner- 
ability, endless prosperity, and periodic loss of innocence is that, to preserve 
these myths, presidents beginning with Wilson have revealed themselves willing 
to enter into “pacts with the devil” in foreign policy matters. As subsequent 
chapters will illustrate, Wilson entered into a series of mini-Faustian bargains 
both before and after World War I, as have most presidents since, particularly 
in time of war. The cumulative effect of these greater and lesser “deals with the 
devil” to impose American values and win foreign policy conflicts at any cost 
reached such an apex during the Cold War that even critics of U.S. diplomacy 
did not think the Cold War Faustian bargains could be surpassed following the 
fall of Communism. Yet they were confounded and often silenced by govern- 
ment propaganda in the wake of September 11 as the United States embraced 
any unsavory government that promised to fight terrorism. 

Consequently, since the end of the Cold War there has been little public 
reevaluation of how the United States obtained the unprecedented position 
of power in the world that it now occupies. This means that even after the 
terrorist attacks, most Americans continue to perceive themselves as blessed 
and deserving, never questioning the domestic or foreign price of the victory in 
the Cold War. There is little recognition that hubris about the country’s ability 
to maintain its current unrivaled position in the world may not be the best basis 
on which the United States should continue to conduct itself. Thus, although 
September 11 exposed U.S. vulnerability, most of the country’s leaders still cling 
to certain Cold War foreign policies that are no longer germane in an age 
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of random terrorism, including the idea that the United States is always an 
innocent victim on the world stage. 

The need to reassess past and present assumptions about U.S. foreign policy 
is the underlying theme of this book. This need arises from the way in which 
the original creation myth of exceptionalism fostered several foreign policy 
concepts such as self-determination. Beginning with Wilson during the First 
World War, self-determination came to be associated with the ahistorical notion 
that democracy and capitalism are inextricably intertwined and can be imposed 
on all parts of the world. Another questionable aspect of U.S. foreign policy 
is the conviction that the unfettered pursuit of free trade is a prerequisite for 
world peace. Still another is the idea that the United States can create a lasting 
New World Order in which it is the sole, unchallenged hegemonic force. Finally, 
there is the refusal of most Americans and their leaders to admit that by the 
end of the twentieth century their country had, for reasons other than jealousy, 
become an unloved empire in many parts of the world.® Unless the United States 
critically reexamines all these foreign policy assumptions, it will not be able to 
formulate a new diplomacy for promoting a more peaceful and humanitarian 
twenty-first century. 


The Problems with Democracy and Capitalism 


The end of the Cold War gave the United States the opportunity not only to 
take stock of its domestic political and economic problems, but also to shoulder 
responsibility and rethink the coercive aspects of its successes abroad as well 
as some of the less-than-savory and unsuccessful endeavors in the last fifty 
years of American foreign policy — not the least of which is the fact that “war 
seldom creates democracy.” According to a 2003 Carnegie Endowment survey 
in The Christian Science Monitor, “of the eighteen regime changes forced by 
the United States in the 20th century, only 5 resulted in democracy, and in the 
case of wars fought unilaterally, the number goes down to one — Panama.” Yet 
throughout the Cold War groups on both the left and the right argued that 
democracy could or should be imposed from above. Theoretically at least, the 
original meaning of democracy was “the rule of everyone by everyone.” It rises 
from below, not from the top, and is, therefore, conditioned more by cultural 
and economic conditions than by military might. So it should not have come 
as any surprise that at the end of the twentieth century one could read many 
variations on the following theme: “[D]emocracy does not result from either 
military intervention and regime change or from the various current models 
of ‘transition to democracy,’ which are generally based on some form of Latin 
American caudillismo and have proved better at creating new oligarchies than 
a democratic system.”? 

Specifically, a 2004 UN report indicated that a majority of Latin Americans in 
eighteen nations would support the return of authoritarian governments, rather 
than the current democratic ones, because the latter had not resulted in enough 
economic benefits, social equality, effective legal systems, or social services. If 
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this trend continues, it could mean that economic progress might become more 
important than the support of democracy. The Mexican ambassador to the 
United States pessimistically concluded in 2004: “This shows that democracy 
is not something that has taken hold of peoples’ minds as strongly as we had 
thought it would.” His statement reflected the economic harm that Mexico 
had suffered after Congress passed the North American Free Trade Agreement 
(NAFTA) in 1993. Despite exaggerated claims by the Clinton administration, 
NAFTA failed to produce jobs in either the United States or Mexico. Moreover, 
it contributed to speculative foreign investment and the subsequent peso deval- 
uation crisis in Mexico. The contestable results of NAFTA logically delayed the 
approval of the Central American Free Trade Agreement (CAFTA) until 2006 
because it is based on the same “Washington Consensus” economic principles, 
also known as neo-liberal economics, liberal capitalist internationalism, or by 
the more modern term “economism.” By the 1990s, these terms, when applied 
globally, referred to privatization of state-owned businesses, free trade, open- 
ness to foreign investments, balanced budgets (based on cutting social welfare 
programs), and deregulation (which had the backing of Wall Street and conser- 
vative think tanks, as well as the centrist wing of the Democratic Party). But 
instead of “lead[ing] to economic takeoff,” the “Washington Consensus” has 
often produced sluggish growth, increased economic inequality, and a series of 
economic crises. *° 

Attempts by the United States to force its economic views on other areas of 
the world have also been problematic. Even the advent in the 1980s, of mod- 
ern global capitalism, based on free trade, open markets, unregulated interna- 
tional investments, and dramatic improvements in communication technology, 
has “yet to produce anything like universal prosperity.” (Globalism is simply 
a hyper version of the “Washington Consensus,” or neo-liberal economics.) 
Because capitalism is the product of Western values, some societies are simply 
less culturally adaptable to its development. Major reasons why capitalism has 
largely failed outside of the West are the absence of property rights, the existence 
of underground, nontaxable economies, and corrupt or collapsing legal and 
political institutions in most poor countries — all of which provide a breeding 
ground for terrorism. There also is evidence that unregulated global capitalism 
actually hinders the development of democracy because it fosters anarchical 
economic forces that undermine national cultural and political institutions that 
might otherwise foster democratic governments." 

Historically, moreover, there is no more connection between democracy and 
free-market capitalism than there is between social justice and the bottom line. 
“Neither history nor philosophy link free markets and free men,” according to 
John Ralston Saul. “They have nothing more to do with each than the acci- 
dents of time and place.” One need only look at both England and the United 
States in the different centuries when these countries industrialized to realize 
that it happened before universal suffrage, child labor laws, and health regula- 
tions existed. Likewise, capitalism thrived in the undemocratic times of Louis 
Philippe, again under Emperor Napoleon II, and under Kaiser Wilhelm II and 
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Nicholas II. In the last fifty years, “market economies have shown a remarkable 
adaptability and have flourished in many tyrannical states from Chile to South 
Korea, from Panama to Singapore. ... On the level of the individual, capitalism 
seeks consumers susceptible to the shaping of their needs and the manipulation 
of their wants while democracy needs citizens autonomous in their thoughts 
and independent in their deliberative judgments....but capitalism wishes to 
tame anarchic democracy and appears to have little problem tolerating tyranny 
as long as it secures stability.” "> 

Honest recognition of these jarring hypotheses about democracy, war, and 
capitalism should have produced a self-critical, rather than triumphal, excep- 
tionalist, or defensive mind-set at the end of the Cold War. Yet such a reeval- 
uation has not taken place, in part because U.S. diplomacy for most of the 
twentieth century has been characterized by a mercurial assortment of unilat- 
eral and collective actions that I first described in the 1970s as the practice of 
“independent internationalism” and that now can perhaps more accurately be 
described as “unilateral internationalism.” 


Independent or Unilateral Internationalism 


Both terms refer, not to the ideology that had imbued U.S. diplomacy by 1900, 
but to the modus operandi characterizing the country’s foreign affairs. Most 
simply, it means that when the United States cannot, or does not, want to solve 
a particular diplomatic problem through unilateral action, it seeks cooperative 
methods for pursuing its goals. The country’s first inclination for most of the 
last century was to act unilaterally whenever possible and to cooperate with 
other nations only when absolutely necessary. A presidential commission first 
noticed this trend in 1933, reporting to the outgoing and discredited Depression 
president, Herbert Hoover, that the postwar diplomacy of the United States in 
the 1920s had alternated 


between isolation and independence, between sharply marked economic nationalism 
and notable international initiatives in cooperation moving in a highly unstable zigzag 
course....Some signs point in the direction of independence and imperialism of a new 
Roman type, reaching aggressively for more land or wider markets under political 
auspices; others toward amiable cooperation in the most highly developed forms of 
world order. It is not unreasonable to anticipate that these opposing trends will con- 
tinue to alternate sharply in their control over American policy. In any case there can 
be little doubt that the trend will be in the future as in recent years in the direction of 
more intimate relations through developing modes of intercommunication and through 
economic interchange and on the whole toward an increasing number of international 
contacts; and this, whether the future pattern of action [by the United States] is predom- 
inantly imperialistic or cooperative in form and spirit." 


This summary of American foreign policy in the 1920s fairly well describes 
the diplomacy of the United States for the next seventy years. The only thing 
this commission report logically could not have anticipated in the early 1930s 
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was the impact the practice of independent or unilateral internationalism would 
have on the powers of the modern presidency. The premier modern president, 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt, set in motion increased executive powers — first over 
domestic policy and later over foreign policy. The Cold War greatly enhanced 
these “semi-constitutional” powers of successive presidents. They are still in 
place and remain unquestioned even though that bipolar conflict is over. The 
evolutionary relationship between the power of the United States and the power 
of the president is another of the themes of this book — from the premodern, 
mercurial presidency, to the modern, imperial presidency, to the postmodern, 
imponderable presidency. 

The United States began to follow this “highly unstable [and] zigzag course” 
of independent internationalism in the 1920s and 1930s, again after the Second 
World War, and still again in the post-Cold War era. All modern and post- 
modern presidents have engaged in independent or unilateral internationalis- 
tic behavior. American exceptionalism encouraged their conduct as they also 
believed in the country’s invulnerability because of its continental isolation, 
its abundant natural resources, its ability to protect itself, regardless of world 
events, and its stable, balance-of-power political system. 

Most significantly, the practice of independent internationalism since 1920 
has perverted in practice any sustained commitment to collective diplomacy on 
the part of the United States — except, temporarily, in times of crises. Because the 
1990s was not perceived as a crisis decade,'+ the United States did not develop 
any consistent cooperative foreign policy for the post-Cold War era. It remains 
to be seen whether it will in the first decade of the twenty-first century. So far, 
it has not, even though the war on terrorism has thrown U.S. diplomacy back 
into crisis mode. 

Using this definition of independent or unilateral internationalism as an ana- 
lytical tool also helps to explain the exaggerated moralistic fervor with which 
the United States has pursued its foreign policy since the American Revolution — 
particularly after winning both world wars, at the end of Cold War, and now, 
again, since September 11 — because it exposes the exceptionalism that pre- 
vails whether the United States is acting cooperatively or unilaterally. Arrogant 
sanctimoniousness is natural following any unexpected military and economic 
victory such as the United States enjoyed with the collapse of the Soviet Union. 
Unlike the First and Second World Wars, the Cold War wrapped up with a 
whimper. Europe and Asia were physically undamaged. The two previous global 
conflicts had been fought with real bullets, real bombs, real deaths, and real 
devastation of entire countries in real time. In each case the United States had 
emerged stronger than ever — uninjured except for wartime casualties. At the 
end of the Cold War, by contrast, Europe (and most of Asia) were actually 
better off than ever before, and so was the United States, except that it faced 
regional trade and technological competition for the first time. What was there 
for American leaders to think about? Victors, untouched by crises of confidence 
or identity, usually view history as their intellectual property, especially when 
there are no discernible enemies of any size or danger left. 
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As long as the ideological outcome of the Cold War remained in doubt, there 
was little reason for American presidents or government decision makers to 
question the Faustian results of independent internationalism. Once the United 
States emerged victorious from that conflict, it should have been possible for 
American foreign affairs experts and scholars to reassess established strategies 
for controlling Hobbesian nation-state conflict between (and sometimes inside) 
countries and to devise a less erratic and arbitrary way of implementing them 
in the best interests of the world. In order to do so realistically, however, a crit- 
ical mass of such diplomatic authorities inside and outside government would 
have had to admit past American diplomatic mistakes and Faustian deals. They 
would also have had to factor in the “irreversible effects” of economic glob- 
alization based on modern technology, and to look hard at the impact of the 
information revolution, not only on conventional capitalism, but also on the 
traditional nation-state system and, perhaps equally important, on classical 
Western civilization. "5 

Something less obvious than smug triumphalism has also contributed to 
the lazy intellectual vacuum or lack of imagination demonstrated by American 
post-Cold War diplomacy during the 1990s and by the country’s open embrace 
of the seductive age-old idea of hegemonic dominance after September 11. This 
something has so benumbed U.S. foreign policy experts that they have retreated 
to, and seem only capable of perfecting, actions that prevailed during the height 
of the Cold War with a hubris typical of conquerors. Why hasn’t there been 
more creative, cooperative conceptual thinking now that the United States is the 
preeminent power on the globe? The answer lies in the way the United States 
fought and ultimately won the Cold War, and it can be found symbolically in 
the use of the term “Wilsonian” before September 11, to mean anything and 
everything from unilateralism to international cooperation. 


“Good” and “Bad” Wilsonianism 


After September 11 the idea that “virtually every American concerned with 
international issues is, or at least claims to be, a Wilsonian” has become 
increasingly problematic. In contrast to the post-Cold War Wilsonians of the 
19908, who, according to Ronald Steel, “favor[ed] open market economies, self- 
determination for restive ethnic or nationality groups, collective security, and 
democratic governments,” twenty-first-century Republican neo-conservatives 
have misappropriated the idealistic aspects of the foreign policy of the 
twentieth-eighth president of the United States to endorse American domina- 
tion of the world by any means. They have done this using various euphemisms 
to refer to U.S. imperialism and empire, invoking “Wilson’s name... to sanctify 
virtually every military action that an American president has chosen to pursue, 
including the current war in Iraq.” Wilson’s rhetoric about freedom, democ- 
racy, free trade, and the rule of law has been easily co-opted over the years to 
justify the United States “act[ing] as the chief of the constabulatory” to impose 
its values on the world, particularly in those areas deemed unenlightened. "6 
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When placed in historical context, Wilson’s foreign policy legacy appears, at 
best, to have been “richly hypocritical.” This is because two types of Wilsonian- 
ism existed by the end of the First World War, and the United States pursued both 
as it began to practice independent internationalism for the rest of the twenti- 
eth century. The major American political and economic component of what I 
am calling the “good” Wilsonian diplomacy consisted of the president’s belief 
in spreading self-determination and free trade capitalism to the world through 
collective security arrangements. The positive Wilsonian legacy was not simply 
one of liberal capitalist internationalism but also one of anticolonialism, ethnic 
national sovereignty, and multilateral cooperation. As early as May 1915, he 
informed the League to Enforce Peace that “every people has a right to choose 
the sovereignty under which they shall live,” and Wilson later came to believe 
that his beloved League of Nations would be able to make peaceful territorial 
adjustments “pursuant to the principle of self-determination.” At the end of 
his presidency Wilson fervently asserted that U.S. foreign policy would be used 
only “toward the greater good of mankind, not toward aggrandizement and 
oppression.” *7 

However, even this positive view of Wilsonianism is based on a very selec- 
tive analysis of his diplomatic record from 1913 to 1921. It is a view that 
mainly focuses on the three years from the spring of 1917 to the fall of 1920, 
and it ignores Wilson’s less-than-altruistic diplomacy from 1913 through 1916. 
During these years he moralistically justified unilateral U.S. military and eco- 
nomic action against sovereign nations in the Western Hemisphere that were 
not threatening the United States. Similarly, he demanded that American neu- 
trality rights be honored by the warring powers in the First World War even 
though his economic dealings with them were not neutral, and neither was his 
belated sending of American troops in 1919 and 1920 to interfere with the 
Russian civil war on the side of the anti-Bolshevik forces. 

Naturally, materialism played a role in U.S. foreign policy during the twen- 
tieth century, but Wilson thought that the League of Nations had the ability 
to restrain capitalist greed for the benefit of all nations. As the United States 
grew more powerful after 1920, based on an evolving sense of its economic self- 
interest, little restrained its expansionism following the Great Depression as the 
country emerged ever more prosperous from the Second World War and then 
from the Cold War. Yet since 1945 the United States has seldom acknowledged 
that its “foreign policy in a given instance may be driven by economic and finan- 
cial interests.” While economic considerations (and even imperial interests) are 
logically an essential part of any major country’s foreign policy, American lead- 
ers hid these crasser aspects of U.S. diplomacy from the public with self-serving 
legitimating claims about the moral superiority and defensive nature of the 
country’s diplomacy.’ 

This misleading rhetoric combined with the negative, or what Iam calling the 
“bad,” unilateral interventionist aspects of the Wilsonian legacy led the United 
States to commit excesses during the Cold War, specifically with respect to access 
to such natural resources as oil deemed necessary to shore up its economic 
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well-being. In effect, successive Cold War presidents ended up indicating to the 
rest of the world that they would “not permit a foreign people to take control 
of their own resources ...if the United States had come to depend on getting 
those resources under terms of our choosing, and if we [had] reason to fear that 
[a] new regime [in any country might] change those terms or, worse, shut off 
the supply.” 9 

This truly remarkable interventionist assumption on the part of the United 
States in defense of its own brand of capitalism became an accepted, but unac- 
knowledged, fact of the Cold War — accepted by politicians, the public, the press, 
and most pundits—because it became indistinguishable from military contain- 
ment of Communism all over the world. Yet Washington’s use of unprovoked 
covert or overt unilateral interventions to protect or enhance American eco- 
nomic and ideological interests often violated customary and formal interna- 
tional law. Moreover, such actions had little in common with Wilson’s concept 
of cooperative internationalism, although they did reflect his initial commit- 
ment to, and legacy of, unilateralism. 

Both versions of Wilsonianism have the same philosophical core based on 
“the doctrine of American exceptionalism.” The ingrained presumptuousness 
about America as the “city on the hill” to be emulated and admired was all well 
and good until the country became a major power as of 1920. Both “good” 
and “bad” Wilsonians, whether they call themselves idealists or realists, shared 
this common creation myth about the country’s exceptionalist origins and inten- 
tions. They took for granted that the uniqueness of the United States among the 
nations of the world guaranteed that it would use its newly acquired economic 
and military power after 1920 in a disinterested, even-handed way.*° 

Wilson’s assumption that the American model of politics and economics 
would prevail against the forces of darkness is back in vogue with a vengeance 
since September 11. The Wilsonian idea that the United States should serve as 
a universal example for the rest of the world and, if need be, set the world 
right contains a contrary side that became an increasingly important feature of 
American foreign policy after 1920. Because Wilsonian idealists and Wilsonian 
realists alike have implicitly and explicitly assumed that America’s diplomatic 
actions are always untainted by base motives, there has been a tendency for the 
country to preach its own concept of “universal morality” rather than listen 
to other nations — to act impetuously rather than patiently. This has meant 
in practice that when the United States believed it wasn’t being listened to, it 
would either turn inward and refuse to cooperate on the international scene or 
lash out on a vainglorious, unilateral course.*' 

Since 1920 American leaders have repeatedly incorporated buzzwords like 
liberty, democracy, freedom, and self-determination into their diplomatic rhe- 
toric — words that masked or disguised the fact that the country had any material 
or ideological self-interests other than moral purity as it contemplated interven- 
tion in world affairs on a grand scale. As a result, U.S. foreign policy during the 
Cold War increasingly exhibited a “pathological dualism... creating a confus- 
ing symbiotic link between self-righteous protective claims based on confusing 
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admixtures of defensive necessity, idealistic endorsements of democracy and 
freedom, and a greedy geopolitics that [sought] to sustain military, economic, 
and culture dominance into the indefinite future.” ** 


Adopting the Tactics of the Enemy during the Cold War 


Despite this myth-driven Wilsonian rhetoric about American’s perennial inno- 
cence, good intentions, commitment to just causes, and general law-abiding 
uniqueness among nations, it would appear in retrospect that the United States 
not only adopted the enemy’s methods during the Cold War, but also compro- 
mised its values (to say nothing of its constitutional principles) on such issues 
as torture, race, self-determination, free trade, and decolonization at home and 
abroad. At the same time, the country also probably exceeded the enemy in 
carrying out successful overt and covert measures to ensure the existence of 
anticommunist regimes, regardless of their antidemocratic objectives and dic- 
tatorial oppression of their own people. Indeed, it even practiced state terrorism 
from time to time, beginning with “the most extreme and permanently trau- 
matizing instance... perhaps in the history warfare” — the atomic bombing of 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Coming out of World War II all sides “downplay[ed] 
the degree to which state terror had been relied upon by both the victors and 
the vanquished,” and this disposition of the United States to sublimate its use 
of state terror in the name of saving the world from Communism continued 
during such wars in the Pacific as Korea and Vietnam. Both conflicts “exhibited 
in different ways a reliance on state terrorism,” largely through the use of air 
power. Moreover, as more nations acquired nuclear weapons during the Cold 
War, some began to test and produce hydrogen bombs. In order to accom- 
modate this heightened “nuclearism,” the United States “incorporat[ed] ‘state 
terrorism’ into ... [its] strategic doctrine... at the highest level, and with accep- 
tance of its potentially catastrophic results for the entire planet.” Politicians 
sold nuclear state terrorism to the American people through euphemisms and 
fear propaganda.” 

Such deception about nuclear state terrorism remained the best-kept secret of 
the Cold War. However, this elephant in the room quickly became painfully evi- 
dent when the USSR collapsed, no longer posing an ideological threat, and the 
United States along with other nuclear powers did not immediately enter into 
phased disarmament agreements. Also, unlike the situation after both world 
wars, Congress did not consider decreasing U.S. military spending this time. 
As of 2004 the annual Pentagon budget stood at $400 billion, exceeding the 
defense budgets of the next twenty-four countries combined. The 2008 budget 
included a defense request for $624 billion. With this unprecedented military 
might and ever-growing demand for oil, it was not by coincidence that the 
United States resorted to war after the end of the Cold War against the coun- 
try in the Middle East with the second-largest oil reserves. The much-reduced 
Russian state needed Western aid and so did not offer any opposition to these 
wars through the United Nations. Its silence was notable with the Persian Gulf 
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War in 1991 after Iraq invaded Kuwait. Then, after the national humiliation of 
September 11, the United States again implicitly asserted its right to the world’s 
most precious resource under the pretense of fighting a war on terrorism, elimi- 
nating weapons of mass destruction, and regime change by launching a second 
invasion of Iraq in 2003.*4 

The extreme economic and military spin-offs of unilateral Wilsonianism 
during the Cold War were undergirded by several ideological premises in addi- 
tion to self-determination, namely, an ingrained racism and, after the Bolshe- 
vik Revolution, adamant anti-Communism — both of which the United States 
rationalized in the name of national security in order to justify its military and 
economic interventions. Often the tactics employed in these interventions emu- 
lated those of the enemy. Additionally, Wilson bequeathed a heightened sense of 
secrecy and moral self-righteousness to American diplomacy. While secrecy is a 
given in the formulation and execution of any country’s foreign policy, for all of 
his talk about “open covenants openly arrived at” and his “declarations against 
secret diplomacy,” Wilson’s “penchant for secrecy” became more evident in his 
second term as events in Europe seemed to spin out of his control and Commu- 
nism reared its head in Russia. This set a strong precedent for later presidents 
to devise even more secretive ways to keep the public and Congress uninformed 
or misinformed when formulating and carrying out U.S. foreign policy. While 
a moralistic approach to foreign policy did not originate with Wilson, in the 
course of the twentieth century he came to personify the idea that power in 
the hands of the United States automatically translated into virtue. He also 
came to symbolize a propensity for taking unilateral action because Washing- 
ton knows best what is right for the world. For example, Wilson asserted in 1917 
that “American principles, American policies . . . are the principles and policies 
of forward looking men and women everywhere, of every modern nation, of 
every enlightened community. They are the principles of mankind and must 
prevail.”*5 

This same combination of secrecy and moral self-righteousness led to an 
assortment of unilateral or pseudo-collective activities during and after the Cold 
War that primarily reflected the negative or Faustian aspects of Wilsonianism. 
Many were undertaken without the knowledge of the American people and 
usually without approval from Congress. Questionable covert and overt mil- 
itary and intelligence actions ordered by presidents from Eisenhower through 
Clinton often resulted in unintended negative consequences, or what the CIA 
now calls “blowback.” Little wonder that once George W. Bush turned the 
war in Iraq into his own personal moralistic crusade he was dubbed “the most 
Wilsonian president since Wilson himself.” Fighting the war on terrorism has 
produced its own profound “blowback, including the use of torture techniques 
adopted during the Cold War based on presumptions about how the USSR and 
its allies treated prisoners.” >° 

Since the end of the Cold War, Wilsonianism has been used to rationalize 
overthrowing “rogue states” because, like the self-righteous twenty-eighth pres- 
ident of the United States “who gave to the American nation the blasphemous 
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conviction that it, like himself, had been created by God ‘to show the way to 
the nations of the world how they shall walk in the path of liberty,” the United 
States has once again assumed the role of savior of the world and preacher of 
universal morality under the second President Bush, but with a difference of 
kind, rather than simply of degree, as will be noted.*” 

This is not to say that the United States failed to achieve some construc- 
tive global results from 1945 to 1989, regardless of its less-than-Simon-pure 
motivations. It did reconstruct Europe; it did ensure democratic governments 
in Germany, Italy, and Japan; it did on occasion support self-determination 
and national independence in nations emerging from colonization; it did help 
create a partial global free trade system, sometimes at the expense of its own 
industries; and it did allow, if not always enthusiastically, the United Nations 
to function for five decades. But the constructive aspects of the Cold War are 
not by any means the whole story of that forty-plus-year conflict. Moreover, 
it could be argued that some of these positive outcomes were the products of 
Faustian means that were taken in pursuit of less salutary goals. 

That other story is the concern of this book. It will argue that in fighting 
the Cold War the United States entered into a number of Faustian bargains and 
deceived the American public about them because ideological victory and/or 
control of resources became more important than either ethical or humanitarian 
principles. In the long run, Faustian behavior, especially the adoption of enemy 
tactics, would come back to haunt the United States in the post-Cold War world 
even though it had contributed to the country’s becoming the preeminent power 
in the world. Deceitful historical acts can only be hidden or denied for so long 
before they begin to wear away even the beneficial results they may also have 
produced. Democracy demands accountability. 


The United States as a Virtuous Empire 


This failure to address the Faustian aspects of Wilsonianism during the last 
fifty years of U.S. foreign policy makes it difficult for Americans to understand 
why “the miserable of the earth should resent the richest and most powerful 
country.” This hatred is not caused by some abstract clash of civilizations or 
fear of freedom and democracy but by actual U.S. foreign policies around the 
world, most notably in the Middle East and Latin America. In fact, in Central 
America the United States had honed the model for preemptive economic or 
military action to achieve regime change and to try to impose democracy by 
force long before Bush decided to invade Iraq and do the same. There has never 
been an empire that has been loved. Most Americans do not even want to admit 
that the United States is an empire whose actions have enraged many abroad 
as much they have been praised at home. 

Because the United States is in a state of denial about being an empire, it 
refuses to recognize how disliked it is in many parts of the world. Consequently, 
there was much talk after September 11 about how those terrorist actions rep- 
resented another blow to American innocence. The evocation of this mantra 
about the country’s loss of innocence occurs so often in so many different crises 
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that it has become almost meaningless. The reason the country can “lose” its 
innocence so many times is that it has never matured as a nation and so refuses 
to recognize that innocence, like virginity, can be lost only once — whether you 
are Miss America or the United States of America. 

Even those Americans who are willing to accept the myth of the United States 
as a benign or liberal empire (or those pundits and politicians who advocate 
that the United States should consolidate its empire with vigor and force) do 
so based on the concept of American exceptionalism and the country’s fictional 
image of its national cultural identity as the embodiment of everything good and 
desirable — an innocent in an evil world. The flip side of this view of American 
innocence can be found in Graham Greene’s novel The Quiet American when 
he describes an idealistic CIA man who blows up women and children to bring 
democracy to Vietnam: “Innocence is like a dumb leper who has lost his bell, 
wandering the world, meaning no harm.” 

However, there is the school of American political scientists who argue that 
empires can be essentially benign and bring public goods to the world by pro- 
viding collective security and economic prosperity. Known as the “hegemonic 
stability theory,” it is based on assumptions such as: mutually beneficially eco- 
nomic collective action, political morality (as opposed to personal morality) 
that justifies the existence of asymmetrical hierarchies in international rela- 
tions, and the superiority and uniqueness of American liberalism compared to 
most other nation-state domestic political economies.*? 

Indeed, the American empire is unique, but not simply because of the coun- 
try’s belief in its own exceptionalism or innocence or virtue. According to 
Niall Ferguson, the uniqueness of the American empire begins with the fact 
that it is so often unspoken and denied, and its major characteristic is that 
it is a debtor empire based on conspicuous domestic consumption and foreign 
investors (lenders). Foreign countries now own approximately 46 percent of the 
federal U.S. debt. Moreover, with the exception of the occupations of Germany 
and Japan after World War II, the United States suffers from a “chronic atten- 
tion deficit disorder” when it comes to sustaining occupations or suppressing 
insurgencies.?° 

As a result, the American empire does not consist of large colonial land hold- 
ings or direct control of foreign populations, as Great Britain’s did. The United 
States currently occupies only one-half of 1 percent of the planet. Even with 
its few noncontiguous dependencies, the country accounts for scarcely 5 per- 
cent of the world’s population. Viewed in its most favorable light, it is a “new 
kind of empire, divorced from national interest, economic exploitation, racism 
or colonialism, and that exists only to promote freedom and human rights.” 
Critics refer to this new so-called virtuous empire as economic imperialism 
without colonies or the imperialism of free trade. Most succinctly, it can be 
described an informal empire — a “burden” that the United States claims has 
fallen fortuitously on its shoulders.3" 

The informal and unspoken empire of the United States is made up pri- 
marily of military outposts and free trade assumptions. Taking the narrowest 
definition of what the Defense Department says constitutes a “major” military 
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installation, there are sixty-one base complexes operating in nineteen coun- 
tries. But there are at least 750 reported installations housing the U.S. military 
worldwide in 159 countries and territories, and new ones have opened up since 
the end of the Cold War in some countries with the most autocratic govern- 
ments or military dictatorships, in keeping with previous Faustian practice. 
This does not include secret spy intelligence bases, or the fourteen “enduring 
(permanent)” bases scattered around existing airfields, oil fields, and pipelines 
in Iraq. The plan is to consolidate the fourteen into four mega-bases. However, 
the Pentagon has begun to abandon the term “military base” in favor of two 
new types of installations: “forward operating sites” (or “forward operating 
locations”) and “cooperative security locations.” Both are designed “to avoid 
the impression that the United States is seeking a permanent, colonial-like pres- 
ence in the counties it views as possible hosts for such installations,” to “protect 
the global production and transport of oil,” and to control other vital trade 
routes. In addition to its unchallenged military might, the United States is also 
the most powerful economic and cultural entity the world has ever known.3* 
So the “burden” of this virtuous informal empire is scarcely an accidental or 
unpremeditated phenomenon, despite its recent origins. 

The United States become an empire in a little over fifty years and so remains 
an immature giant. No other empire or hegemonic power in history has ever 
emerged as rapidly as has the United States. After all, Rome wasn’t built in a 
day, and neither was the Roman Empire or the British Empire or any other 
imperial power of the past. But for all intents and purposes, in terms of the 
history of the world, the United States was built in a day. It didn’t learn to 
crawl before it walked as a hegemon, suddenly finding itself alone astride the 
globe as the sixty-eighth empire the world has known.33 What does this portend 
about the psyche of the nation? Are Americans forever trapped within their 
youth and callowness, as Faust was? Will their leaders ever anticipate probable 
unintended negative consequences of their Faustian diplomatic actions or admit 
that they helped bring them about? Will they ever understand that their “claim 
for incommensurable uniqueness will not help to locate the United States in 
the world of nations,” no matter how powerful it is or will become? Will they 
ever stop telling Americans that the country is hated for such abstract values as 
freedom and universal morality rather than for the destabilizing results of its 
independent internationalist foreign policy? 

I ask these questions because the rise of the United States to the status of 
a hegemonic power occurred in such an incredibly short period of time; that 
is, in a little over a half-century the country has become the most prosperous, 
powerful nation in history, a rise that corresponds almost exactly with the years 
of the Cold War, the “longest of all [undeclared] America wars.” This poses the 
nagging possibility that elite diplomatic formulators have successfully employed 
the myth-ridden national cultural consensus about the nation’s exceptionalism 
to secure generations of popular support for what is basically a “militant and 
undemocratic foreign policy” by “resort[ing] to war on a consistent basis.” 
James Woolsey, a former CIA director, has proudly referred to the Cold War as 
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World War III and predicted that the U.S. battle against terrorism marked the 
beginning of World War IV. In this case, it is to be an endless global war with 
no exit strategy because there is no definition of what will constitute victory.*5 

It is almost as though September 11 gave the United States carte blanche 
to rule the world and control its resources with unbridled arrogance in order 
to compensate for having its own vulnerability exposed. Once a superpower 
believes it has been violated or victimized in some way, a common reaction is 
to demonstrate how powerful it really is with excessively aggressive unilateral 
action. Now, in the first decade of the twenty-first century, there is an implicit 
tinge of revanche rather than virtue to U.S. foreign policy arising out of the still- 
lingering subliminal sting of defeat in Vietnam and the current chagrin over the 
loss of the iconic twin towers.*° 

It may, however, be asking too much — not only of the United States but 
of all previous empires — to call upon them to rise above the myths of their 
self-importance and their ever-expanding urgency about national security to 
cooperate with the rest of the world, to continue to honor national sovereignty 
(unless humanitarian intervention is absolutely necessary to save innocent lives), 
and to abide by international law. It is conceivable that an ethical hegemon 
is an oxymoron — in other words, a myth. Because the United States predomi- 
nates at the moment, it may prove impossible for it to reassess the founding 
myth about its universal morality in order to create a more modest, rather than 
a more arrogant, new ethical self-image that will better serve its own long-term 
self-interest and that of the world. 

To date, the country appears to have responded by simply beefing up its belief 
in its own exceptional moral superiority. Some argue that its world dominance 
gives the United States a mandate to impose freedom, democracy, and capi- 
talism on the world, “throwing off traditional restraints on the will to power 
and...exercising American power on the largest possible scale.” Others think 
that it would be much more honest and practical for the United States to admit 
that the “world needs an effective liberal empire and that [it] is the best candi- 
date for the job....and [it] should try to do a better rather than a worse job 
of policing an unruly world than their British predecessors.” This latter point 
of view creates a new myth of America — not of an ethical hegemon, but of 
a virtuous empire with no limits on its ability to act in the world. However, 
“creating a better world [in its own image] is an endless task” that could lead to 
endless war in the name of peace reminiscent of George Orwell’s Newspeak.*” 


Moralism and Ethics 


Gradually since 1920, but especially during the Cold War, the United States may 
have lost, as a nation and as a people, any sense of ethics or knowledge of what 
constitutes ethical behavior, the moralistic rhetoric of Woodrow Wilson and 
George W. Bush notwithstanding. A messianic vision of a virtuous empire does 
not make any nation less imperialistic or paternalistic or ethnocentric. Nor does 
it prevent abandonment of traditional values and taboos while proclaiming 
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virtuous global leadership. Unregulated goodness is no excuse for forsaking 
ethical traditions, especially when the “doing good for the world... is fanda- 
mentally motivated by a will to dominate.” 3* 

Ethics, after all, consists of public, rather than private, rules and cultural stan- 
dards governing the conduct of countries and is usually embodied in custom, 
law, and national policy. At the global level, ethics now consists of customary 
and formal international law as propounded by UN resolutions and covenants, 
the World Court, and various war crimes tribunals. Most recently, ethics has 
been embodied in the International Criminal Court, which the United State 
has refused to join. At the domestic level in the United States and many other 
Western nations, it consists of common law jurisprudence based on habeus cor- 
pus, which Blackstone called “the principal and most perfect branch of ethics.” 
For nations that purport to honor the rule of law and classical Enlightenment 
definitions of civilization, this means that there are recognized fair and equi- 
table ways for countries to conduct themselves at home and abroad that can be 
enforced absent a hegemonic power. Such ethical behavior is more humane and 
less ethnocentric than the concept of political morality adhered to by advocates 
of the “hegemonic stability theory.” 

I am not making a moral argument in asking whether the United States 
sold its soul as it perfected the practice of independent or unilateral interna- 
tionalism in the course of the twentieth century. Morality is largely a personal 
guide for private behavior, and it often involves self-sacrifice. Hence, the term 
has almost always been misused when applied to any country’s foreign policy, 
despite numerous books and speeches on the subject promoting U.S. diplomacy 
in excessively moralistic terms. Ideally, even personal moral choice should not 
involve blind adherence to values considered absolute as this represents simple 
compliance or conformity. Instead, personal morality represents a conscious 
individual choice to believe in values that are relative and to act on them any- 
way because they are freely chosen. 

The reason that individual or personal moralistic absolutism is both danger- 
ous and inappropriate when applied to the country’s foreign relations is that it 
“exempts America from self-criticism or from addressing the grievances others 
have with respect to [U.S.] policies, [and] such [moralistic] sentiments imply 
a repudiation of dialogue and negotiation.” Moralistic absolutism also leads 
to non-negotiable demands — the anathema of diplomacy, which, even more 
than domestic politics, is the art of compromise. Wilson gave new life to this 
rhetorical device during the First World War, and it flourished exponentially 
during the Cold War. Now it has reached a crescendo level because of the war 
on terrorism. From the president on down, most segments of American society, 
including government officials, religious groups, and mainstream media, have 
egregiously misused the words “moral” and “morality” since September 11. 
Regardless of the time period in which it is used, such careless public rhetoric 
does not recognize that if “there can be no compromise with the forces of evil, 
there can be no reasonable restraint on the forces of good.”4° 

The careless yet incessant infusion of moralism into discussions about U.S. 
foreign policy also disguises the distinct possibility that in the course of carrying 
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out covert and overt Cold War interventions based on an ever-widening per- 
ception of threats to its ubiquitous security interests, the United States began to 
lose its ethical and democratic compass. As a result, the country began defend- 
ing its diplomacy using a rationale similar to that expressed in the 1963 novel 
The Spy Who Came In from the Cold when author John le Carré has Control 
[the head of British intelligence] say to agent Alec Leamas: 


Thus we do disagreeable things, but we are defensive. That, I think, is still fair. We 
do disagreeable things so that ordinary people here and elsewhere can sleep safely in 
their beds at night. Is that too romantic? Of course, we occasionally do very wicked 
things. ... And in weighing up the moralities, we rather go in for dishonest comparisons; 
after all, you can’t compare the ideals of one side with the methods of the other, can 
you now?...I mean, you’ve got to compare method with method, and ideal with ideal. 
I would say that since the [Second World] war, our methods — ours and those of the 
opposition — have become much the same. I mean you can’t be less ruthless than the 
opposition simply because your government’s policy is benevolent, can you now? That 
would never do. ...I mean in our world we pass so quickly out of the register of hate or 
love — like certain sounds a dog can’t hear. All that’s left in the end is a kind of nausea.*" 


I don’t believe that a nation can adopt over time the tactics of the enemy 
in public or private and walk away ethically unscathed. To pretend that such 
tactics were not repeatedly and successfully implemented during the Cold War 
only compounds the conundrum in which the country finds itself now that it 
has declared a never-ending war against terrorism and tyranny beginning with 
the invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq. Because the United States has all too 
often assumed the methods of its enemies while professing to uphold Wilsonian 
democratic and humanitarian principles, it no longer seems to recognize any 
limits on its power. Some pundits and politicians now glory in the hitherto 
taboo topic of empire building, all the while insisting that the United States is 
being forced to take up this imperial burden.4* This represents the worst use of 
Wilsonian rhetoric to mask naked imperialism. 

Nations cannot adhere to the moral standards expected of individuals for the 
reasons I have already noted. But this doesn’t mean that countries have license to 
systematically adopt unethical methods, particularly those nations that profess 
to believe in and practice democracy, freedom, and liberty. They must also 
examine themselves and try to alleviate national character flaws such as hubris, 
self-indulgence, arrogance, inflexibility, intolerance, and belligerence. It is true 
that sometimes countries have to fight dirty if good is to prevail. But after being 
“driven to barbarism,” there must be a recognition, an acknowledgment of 
such behavior — a searching of national consciousness.4? Otherwise, barbarous 
acts become a normal part of national defense whether they are warranted 
or not. 

The only modern president to admit in public that the United States may have 
been subverting its own ethics in fighting the Cold War was, not surprisingly, 
the first born-again evangelical occupant of the White House in the twenti- 
eth century, namely, Jimmy Carter. At the very beginning of his administration 
he gave a commencement address at Notre Dame in which he said: “For too 
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many years, we’ve been willing to adopt the flawed and erroneous principles and 
tactics of our adversaries, sometimes abandoning our values for theirs. We’ve 
fought fire with fire, never thinking fire was better quenched with water.” Critics 
characterized Carter’s attempts to make human rights a factor in his admin- 
istration’s foreign policy decisions as weak and naive. This critique stemmed 
largely from his refusal to intervene to stop Sandinista attacks on the dictatorial 
regime of Anastasio Somoza in Nicaragua, allowing the Communists to come 
into power under Daniel Ortega, and from his perceived and real mishandling 
of the Iranian hostage crisis. In retrospect, however, his administration set the 
stage for “a post-Cold War foreign policy for the United States that rejected 
the bipolar world view of the containment doctrine and sought to introduce 
American ideals into the making of the nation’s foreign policy.” 44 

If the United States, in emblematic Faustian fashion, did lose a sense of ethics 
during the course of the Cold War, it may have lost the basis for evaluating past 
foreign policy in order to formulate a coherent one in the dramatically changed 
world of the last decade of the twentieth century and the first decade of the 
twenty-first. There can be no new ideas about self-determination, peace keep- 
ing and nation building, the relationship between capitalism and democracy, 
national security in an age of terrorism, humanitarian interventions, or what 
constitutes state sovereignty until American foreign policy experts and politi- 
cians explain to the American people, among other things, the questionable 
ethics behind U.S. refusal to ratify four major UN human rights conventions, 
including the latest one on the rights of the child. The only other country not 
acceding to this convention is Somalia. Also, the United States “heavily quali- 
fied its acceptance of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 
(ICCPR) and the 2005 Supreme Court decision continued to defy that treaty’s 
prohibition against the execution of juvenile offenders (along with Iran, Nigeria, 
Pakistan, and Saudi Arabia).”45 

Until a future president and a future Senate commit the country to such 
humanitarian international regimes as these UN conventions and the Interna- 
tional Criminal Court, and begin consistently to cooperate with humane inter- 
ventions in areas of the world where there are no clear U.S. strategic or national 
security concerns, American leaders will be increasingly unable to make a con- 
vincing case for ethical leadership that will ring true internationally. Assertions 
about federalism preventing the United States from unconditionally adopting 
international human rights conventions and other multinational treaties have 
assumed mythical proportions in the United States Senate. Yet this intractabil- 
ity is bound to become more and more problematic in a twenty-first century 
characterized by economic globalism at the expense of national power. Unre- 
flective adherence to federalism will not help the United States preserve the 
traditional ethical, cultural, and political functions of democratic nation-states 
from the inherently undemocratic and chaotic tentacles of unregulated global 
capitalism.*° 

The United States cannot continue to practice both brands of Wilsonian- 
ism through independent internationalism by spasmodically promoting free 
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trade globalism and cooperation when it is convenient and profitable for its 
economic interests. Nor can it revert to willful unilateral interventionism and 
refuse to cooperate with other nations when more and more situations in the 
twenty-first century cry out for collective, humanitarian, and ethical actions. 
This refusal to honor international ethical norms is not a result of September 11. 
For most of the twentieth century America unilaterally defied various global 
norms with impunity and flaunted its exceptionalism as it practiced independent 
internationalism.*7 It cut Faustian deal after Faustian deal without acknowl- 
edging the damage to its soul and ethics as a nation. The youth of the United 
States as an empire is no longer (if it ever was) an excuse for acting just as 
ancient empires did before their demise, even if America does consider itself 
more virtuous and exceptional than any other empire in history. 
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America, in the assembly of nations, since her admission among them,... has 
uniformly spoken...though often to heedless and often to disdainful ears, the 
language of equal liberty, of equal justice, and of equal rights....[But] she has 
abstained from interference in the concerns of others, even when the conflict has 
been for principles to which she clings. 

John Adams, July 4, 1821 


Of all the diplomatic concepts associated with American exceptionalism and 
Wilsonianism, self-determination emerged as the most important and long- 
lasting. It can be said that the United States was born in an absent-minded 
fit of self-determination during the American Revolution, because British 
colonists in the New World did not start out demanding independence, let 
alone democracy. Rather, they claimed “for themselves the rights and liberties 
of Englishmen.” * However, once push came to shove and independence based 
on self-determination became the driving force behind the American Revolu- 
tion, the country quietly nourished and groomed this autonomous brand of 
nationhood for itself and, for most of the nineteenth century, touted it to other 
emerging nations that found themselves in civil turmoil.* 

Self-determined, but not necessarily democratic, self-government became the 
symbolic and mythological hallmark of the origins of the United States and lay 
at the heart of its perception of itself as exceptional and its drive to become 
the example for how the rest of world should operate. This was true, there- 
fore, long before Woodrow Wilson revived the term “self-determination” and 
made it an international code word for national sovereignty during the First 
World War. 

Following the American Revolution, however, there were more explicit 
theories devised and practical attempts made on behalf of national self- 
determination in Europe than in the Western Hemisphere. The fate of both 
Corsica and Poland gave rise to issues of national identity from the 1760s to the 
1790s as the first was swallowed up by the French and the latter partitioned by 
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Russia, Prussia, and Austria. Edmund Burke and Jean-Jacques Rousseau com- 
mented quite pointedly on the violation of national self-determination in the 
case of Corsica, comparing the transfer of a nation without its consent to mov- 
ing “trees on an estate” or “herds of cattle, without consulting [the people’s] 
interests or their wishes.” These and other theorists outside the United States 
came to define national self-determination as the right of people to be con- 
sulted about how and by whom they should be governed. What was meant by 
“people” (or nation or nationality, for that matter) remained very ambiguous, 
except for the fact that until the twentieth century “women have never been 
viewed as a ‘people’ for the purposes of right to self-determination,”? and this 
remains true in many parts of the world today. 

Whether self-determination could be possible without national identity also 
remained unclear. In other words, initially nationalism and self-determination 
were not necessarily synonymous because a “sense of national identity can exist 
without the attendant requirement of an expression of will by the people.” 
Nationalism is such a modern development that it cannot be considered to ful- 
fill some universal need; it is primarily a cultural phenomenon, that is, a social 
construct. In its purest form, nationalism can spawn democracy if it is rooted 
in the sovereignty of the people, but as nationalist and self-determination con- 
cepts spread in the nineteenth century, nationhood became associated with the 
uniqueness or ethnicity of the people and thus more removed from democratic 
principles. Democracy, according to Liah Greenfeld, “may be an inherent pre- 
disposition in certain nations (inherent in their very definition as nationals — 
that is, the original national concept), yet entirely alien to others, and the abil- 
ity to adopt and develop it [democracy] in the latter may require a change of 
[national] identity.” This suggests the very sobering possibility that because of 
its inherently Western cultural overtones, democracy may not be as exportable 
by economic or military means to emerging or historically tyrannical nations 
as American leaders have insisted for most of the twentieth century and now 
again in the twenty-first.4 

To the degree that nations come to think of themselves as superior and 
exceptional, they make value judgments about other nations, usually without 
recognizing the closed system in which their own nationalist uniqueness oper- 
ates. And most countries down to the present do think of themselves as superior 
to other nations, ignoring the fact that they are subscribing to a set of patriotic 
values that are relative to specific historical time periods. Little wonder, then, 
that since the proliferation of nation-states beginning in the nineteenth century, 
warfare has been on the rise. This does not mean that “murderous nation- 
alism” is ethically equal to “benevolent nationalism.” Nonetheless, both are 
legitimate when placed in a sociological and historical context. Since nation- 
alism (and its variations of politics and economics) is a product of a definite 
set of historical circumstances, it could eventually disappear; but that is not 
likely to happen soon. So conflict among nations — all claiming to be superior — 
is a fact of foreign policy for the foreseeable future, as Hobbes so correctly pre- 
dicted. The moral relativism of this argument is, of course, rejected by those, 
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such as Charles P. Kindleberger and Robert Gilpin, who believe in the myth of 
American exceptionalism and the country’s duty to provide hegemonic stability 
to the world.° 

From 1776 until 1900, however, American foreign policy adhered to realis- 
tic principles based largely on its position as a relatively powerless developing 
nation in a world dominated by Spain, France, and England. For example, in 
1793 George Washington’s Proclamation of Neutrality announced that America 
would “pursue a conduct friendly and impartial toward the belligerent Pow- 
ers” of Europe. Then, three years later, the nation’s first president described 
America’s political, but not economic, isolationism in his 1796 Farewell 
Address, warning the nation against permanent alliances and involvement in 
the diplomatic affairs of other nations, but not against “temporary alliances for 
extraordinary emergencies” or “extending our commercial relations.” In 1821, 
Secretary of State John Quincy Adams warned that despite the fact that Amer- 
ica was the “well-wisher to the freedom and independence of all,” it should not 
go “abroad, in search of monsters to destroy,” because if the country’s foreign 
policy “insensibly changed from liberty to force ...[s]he might become the dic- 
tatress of the world.” Adams underscored this idea by noting that “[America’s] 
glory is not dominion, but liberty.”° For most of the nineteenth century the 
United States followed his advice because as a young, emerging nation its eco- 
nomic and military weakness did not allow it to play an important role in 
international affairs. 

Several other foreign policy principles also emerged from the American Rev- 
olution and likewise found practical application following the War for Indepen- 
dence. Sometimes these have been referred to as components of Thomas Paine’s 
New World Order. They included political isolationism, neutrality, freedom of 
the seas, the vague idea that somehow free trade led to peace,’ continental 
expansion, better known by the term Manifest Destiny, coined in 1845, and, 
finally, international cooperation, largely limited to arbitration of boundary 
and fishing disputes. 


The Monroe Doctrine 


Although from the late eighteenth century until World War I the United States 
defined neutrality and freedom of the seas in absolute terms, it did not yet 
have sufficient economic or military power to enforce these or any of its other 
early diplomatic principles. The same was true of the presidential declaration 
known as the Monroe Doctrine. Proclaimed by President James Monroe in 
1823, but written largely by his secretary of state, John Quincy Adams, the 
document included a sentence with the two prescience words “manifestation” 
and “destiny.” The doctrine contained four unenforceable provisions at the 
time it was issued: (1) no more colonization of either North or South America 
by European powers would be permitted; (2) no more interference or exten- 
sion of their systems by European powers would be tolerated anywhere in the 
Western Hemisphere (this was a veiled reference to Russian claims to the Pacific 
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coast north of the fifty-first parallel within what was then known as the Ore- 
gon Territory); (3) no attempts should be made by these same powers to tamper 
with what was an essentially different political system in the New World (this 
was an indirect encouragement of revolutions against French and Spanish colo- 
nial rule as symbols of self-determination in Columbia, Mexico, Brazil, Chile, 
Argentina, Peru, and the Federation of Central American States); and finally, 
in a fourth provision, the United States very graciously promised not to inter- 
fere with the existing European colonies in the New World or with the internal 
affairs of European nations, or to take part in “European wars of solely for- 
eign interest.” This became known as the nonintervention or nonentanglement 
provision. 

The only new ingredient of the Monroe Doctrine was the noncolonization 
principle; the other three had been anticipated by or actually closely associ- 
ated with the earlier American foreign policy concepts of neutrality and polit- 
ical isolationism. Noncolonization, however, was an oblique way to claim the 
right of self-determination for all of the Western Hemisphere, not simply the 
United States. At the same time, however, it should be noted that the non- 
colonization principle did not apply to the United States. Instead, it targeted 
only the European commercial and territorial competitors of America. As such, 
the doctrine appealed not only to domestic economic interests, but also to the 
antimonarchial, xenophobic (especially anti-European), isolationist, national- 
istic, and chauvinistic sentiments in the United States — all of which were stim- 
ulated by the War of 1812 and the Depression of 1819. 

However self-righteous and confident-sounding, Monroe’s Doctrine was 
largely a reflection of Adams’s imperious personality and his belief that, in 
any case, Britain would use its military might to keep other European nations 
from gaining much more power in North and South America. In essence, he 
was implicitly counting on England to enforce some the doctrine’s provisions 
that were beyond the capabilities of the weak United States. Adams also turned 
down an offer from England to make a joint declaration opposing the supposed 
dastardly intentions of the five nations of the Holy Alliance (Russia, Austria, 
Germany, France, and Spain) toward the newly established Central and Latin 
American nations because he did not want to place any limitations on the 
future ability of the United States to annex such additional territory as Texas 
and Cuba.? So he convinced President Monroe to make a bold, if unenforceable, 
unilateral declaration. 

The unilateralism of the Monroe Doctrine, however, doomed any overt 
English support for it at the time. In fact, the Monroe Doctrine went virtu- 
ally unnoticed abroad for most of the nineteenth century and was randomly 
violated by the very nations against which it was directed. One could not have 
predicted from this inauspicious beginning that the doctrine would achieve 
both mythical heights in the American imagination and very real authority in 
the first two decades of the twentieth century as first Theodore Roosevelt and 
then the Senate announced corollaries to the Monroe Doctrine that expanded 
the powers of the United States to enforce it. 
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The administration that originated the Monroe Doctrine did not intend it to 
become a permanent feature of American foreign policy; and yet it did. A series 
of corollaries to the Monroe Doctrine from the 1870s through 1912"° reinforced 
or expanded the original 1823 document, giving it a life of its own that has 
extended to the present day, notwithstanding the fact that President Monroe (or 
rather John Quincy Adams) had naively intended it as a “temporary expedient — 
a stopgap measure intended to hold the line against the designs of Europe.” This 
is the inherent, unintended danger of all presidential doctrines. Thus, by 1901 
the General Board, a federal military advisory body, matter-of-factly asserted: 
“the Monroe Doctrine, so far as it is the policy of the Government, covers all 
South America, including Patagonia and the Argentine.” | 

The possibility that diplomatic doctrines designed for another era will live 
on after they have outlived their original purpose simply because growth in 
national power makes them enforceable underscores the peril embodied in such 
proclamations. This “life after obsolescence” is distinctly true of presidential 
doctrines that become official without congressional approval (a practice going 
back to Washington’s Proclamation of Neutrality with its insistence on politi- 
cal isolationism). Such doctrines became more common with the onset of the 
Cold War. 


Nationalism, Self-Determination, and Democracy 


Theoretical understanding of the relation of nationalism to self-determination 
and the little-understood prerequisites for democracy did not transpire until the 
late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. Although the first modern nation 
had begun emerging in early sixteenth-century England, not until the middle 
of the seventeenth century had England been transformed from a country into 
the first nation-state. This meant, among many other profound socioeconomic 
and political developments, that the meaning of the word “nation” changed so 
that it no longer referred to an elite form of councilor government and came to 
be applied “to the population of the country and made synonymous with the 
word ‘people.’” Before this radical semantic and political nationalization of the 
word “people,” the term had specifically been used to connate the lower classes 
as “rabble” or “plebs.” Nationalism in essence gave elite status and dignity to 
the masses and presaged the emergence of democracy. National identity is, 
therefore, one of many socially conditioned forms of identity, and, like sexual 
identity, it is one of the most powerful and basic components of any individual’s 
makeup and is not easily, if ever, relinquished. > 

Nationalism and national identity were born in the modern sense in England, 
with American nationalism being initially a variant of English nationalism. This 
first kind of nationalism (and the type that has remained the rarest type in the 
world down to the present) had basically an individualistic and civic conno- 
tation, meaning that “national identity — nationality — was, in effect, identical 
with citizenship.” Such nationalism is usually referred to as liberal because it 
gave rise to democratic governments in contrast to collectivist nationalisms (the 
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most common type of nationalism in existence today) that tend to lead to “var- 
ious forms and degrees of authoritarianism.” Collectivist nationalism usually 
grounds citizenship in the ethnic rather than the civic; that is, citizenship is 
not voluntary and cannot be acquired — it is inherent. Theoretically, it is easier 
(or used to be before the existence of mass media propaganda) to mobilize for 
war in countries with collectivist nationalisms because less diversity of opinion 
exists than in those honoring the primacy of the individual. From a psycholog- 
ical and empirical point of view, “ethnic nationalism serves its function better 
than individualistic and civic nationalism,” according to Greenfeld, “and its 
appeal is, for this reason stronger.” % 

However, there are two types of the collectivist nationalism. French nation- 
alism developed after that in England and the United States. Although collec- 
tivistic, it was also civic, unlike the third type of collectivistic nationalism that 
developed in Russia and then in Germany in the twentieth century, in which the 
freedom and civic rights of the individual were denied and submerged in the 
interests of the nation-state. The French Revolution, rather than the American 
one, set in motion the temporary establishment of free republics based primar- 
ily on the concept of the collective individual in Europe and Latin America, 
raising questions about the complex results when people come together as a 
nation and whether their practice of popular sovereignty will result in demo- 
cratic or authoritarianism nationalism. These questions have yet to be fully 
answered. ‘4 

After all, on the four occasions, in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries 
when attempts were made to supplant tyrannical regimes with more repre- 
sentative governments, the results were less than impressive when it came to 
producing democracy. This was true in the nineteenth century after the Amer- 
ican and French Revolutions encouraged myriad attempts at establishing free 
republics in Europe and Latin America. Most of them resulted in the restora- 
tion of traditional monarchies or military rule. A similar phenomenon occur- 
red after the First World War. Out of all the new nations emerging from the 
Russian, German, Austro-Hungarian, and Ottoman-Turkish empires, only 
Poland and Czechoslovakia established democratic governments, and they 
lasted for a brief half-dozen years in the 1920s. The Second World War saw 
successful democratic regime change in such already-industrialized countries as 
Japan, West Germany, and Italy, but only after years of multilateral effort. How- 
ever, democracy did not generally take hold in most former colonial countries. 
Following the end of the Cold War, results are still mixed, but the United States’ 
track record in imposing democratic rule in less-developed nations is largely one 
of failure throughout the twentieth century, having been unsuccessful, as noted 
in the Introduction, seventeen of the eighteen times it has attempted to do so 
by itself. These results strongly suggest that democracy cannot be ordained or 
forced from above.") Following September 11, the George W. Bush adminis- 
tration set in motion a grandiose fifth attempt at unilateral democratic nation 
building in Iraq, stating that its overall goal is to democratize the entire Middle 
East. 
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Another often-misinterpreted feature of early U.S. foreign policy was the 
degree to which its insistence on the right of peoples in the name of self- 
determination to decide their own national destinies had anything to do with 
the evolution of democracy at home or abroad later in the nineteenth century. 
Once independence had been militarily achieved and constitutionally institu- 
tionalized, rhetoric about self-determination on the part of early American lead- 
ers seemed primarily aimed at setting a foreign example rather than a domestic 
one. So, regardless of where one comes down in the endless debate among neo- 
republicans and neo-liberals about the origins and intentions of the American 
Revolution,® figurative commitment to self-determination (with its implicit 
emphasis on popular will, if not actual democracy) initially provided the coun- 
try’s leaders with a domestic and foreign policy self-image conducive to myth 
making long before democracy became a political reality in the United States 
and a bona fide guiding diplomatic principle in the second decade of the twen- 
tieth century. 


Denials of Self-Determination 


Male plebiscites became one method for determining popular national will from 
the 1820s through the 1860s as Serbs, Greeks, Romanians, Czechs, Croats, and 
Italians all tried to unite, with varying degrees of failure.'7 None of their nation- 
alizing efforts received anything but superficial support from the United States, 
which remained more involved in domestic matters having to do with internal 
improvements, continental expansion, and finally the irresolvable issue of slav- 
ery. Pursuing these domestic goals actually meant denying self-determination — 
that is, self-government — to Native Americans and, ultimately, to the South 
when it tried to secede. 

While early U.S. presidents and members of Congress made public state- 
ments supporting foreign struggles for self-determination off and on during the 
nineteenth century, the country never took committed military or other diplo- 
matic action to back such rhetoric. For example, President Monroe, under 
Adams’s influence, ostensibly supported Greek and Latin American revolution- 
aries in his celebrated 1823 doctrine. However, Adams had no faith that either 
the new Latin American republics or Greek independence would survive, and 
he successfully fought off efforts by Congress to intervene on behalf of their 
fights for independence.'® In fact, up to the Civil War most U.S. presidents 
tended to ignore the proclamation. President Polk tried unsuccessfully to revive 
Monroe’s message in December 1845, when he criticized French and British 
“interference” in Texas, and again in April 1848 when trouble in the Mexican 
province of Yucatan raised the question of whether territory in the New World 
could be voluntarily transferred to a foreign power. Polk firmly told Congress 
on April 29 that no such transfer — in this case, to the British — could take 
place “even with the consent of the inhabitants.” Likewise, the much more 
mild-mannered President Millard Fillmore criticized popular support for the 
failed Hungarian revolution in a December 2, 1850, congressional address, 
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and his secretary of state, Daniel Webster, assured the Austrian government 
that the United States remained committed to noninterference in the internal 
affairs of other countries. Congress, for its part, continued from time to time 
before 1860 to pass sympathetic resolutions supporting foreign peoples seeking 
freedom, but it took no practical action. Little wonder that Congress did not 
belatedly bestow upon Monroe’s proclamation the official title of “doctrine” 
until the 1850s; and from that point forward it was referred to as such by the 
press and in diplomatic notes.’ 

The Civil War temporarily and abruptly ended what little presidential 
and congressional support existed for implementation of the idea of self- 
determination inherent in the American Revolution, in the Monroe Doctrine, 
and even (circumspectly) in Manifest Destiny. As a result, Abraham Lincoln and 
his secretary of state, William H. Seward, found it necessary to disavow groups 
continuing to support the perennially popular Hungarian and Polish revolu- 
tions of 1863. And, of course, the Union took precedent over southern demands 
for self-determination. Thus, federal policy during and immediately following 
the Civil War contradicted the previous, albeit largely rhetorical, U.S. commit- 
ment to self-determination for other nations, although Secretary Seward briefly 
reasserted the Monroe Doctrine against both Austria and France in Mexico 
in 1866 during the Andrew Johnson administration. In doing so, he served 
notice that “the temporary suspension of the Monroe Doctrine occasioned by 
the Civil War had come to an end.” While Seward’s expansionist unilateral 
actions were often thwarted by Congress, he is best remembered for his bold 
negotiation of a treaty with Russia in 1867 to purchase Alaska.*° 

The United States appeared to give greater real support for self-determination 
when the country fought to free Cuba from Spanish rule in 1898, especially 
after Congress approved the Teller Amendment, which disclaimed any inten- 
tion by the United States “to exercise sovereignty, jurisdiction or control over 
Cuba.” However, the r9o1 Platt Amendment voided the Teller Amendment, 
leaving Cuba with “little or no independence,” according to a private letter 
that General Leonard Wood, the American-appointed governor of the island, 
wrote to President Roosevelt.** Clearly, the Spanish-American War violated 
Cuba’s self-determination and set in motion a nascent Faustian pattern of vio- 
lations on the part of Congress and future U.S. presidents. This pattern would 
continue, beginning with a series of economic and military forays in the early 
decades of the twentieth century, including support for the military dictatorship 
of Fulgencio Batista beginning in the 1930s because he favored U.S. business 
interests. Then, despite the abrogation of the Platt Amendment in 1934, John 
E Kennedy authorized the failed Bay of Pigs invasion in 1961 and pursued 
reckless and secret attempts to assassinate Fidel Castro, which “helped precipi- 
tate the showdown over Soviet missiles in Cuba.” From the 1960s through the 
1990s economic sanctions encroached on Cuba’s sovereignty, climaxing with 
the Helms-Burton Act, referred to as the second Platt Amendment. Although 
the “economic embargo against Cuba has been an abject failure,” even tougher 
U.S. sanctions against trade and travel with Cuba were issued in 2003.** All 
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such violations of Cuban self-determination and sovereignty since the beginning 
of the twentieth century have been in keeping with the interventionist features 
implicit in the original Monroe Doctrine and the Platt Amendment. 


Economic Sea Changes 


Obviously erratic assertions of the Monroe Doctrine in the course of the nine- 
teenth century, both for and against self-determination, gradually undermined 
the Founders’ support for American political isolationism. Initially, such selec- 
tive isolationism was dictated as much by the country’s inferior economic and 
military position in the world as by its geographical separation from Europe 
and Asia. While moving from a colonial mercantilist economy to a commercial 
agricultural one in the first half of the nineteenth century, the United States con- 
centrated on improving internal transportation systems, establishing a national 
currency, and expanding across the continent. The progress of its nascent manu- 
facturing industry and railway development, which reached a “take-off” point 
as early as 1843, with another surge in the 1850s, was retarded by the Civil 
War and did not begin to flourish again until the 1870s, with the help of pro- 
tective tariffs and monopolistic capitalist practices. Unfettered by government 
regulation or consideration for the working conditions of laborers, the U.S. 
manufacturing sector expanded exponentially. In the course of the 1890s it 
outstripped the industrial output of Britain, with a phenomenal average GDP 
growth of almost 4 percent for four decades beginning in the 1870s, despite 
a lingering agricultural depression for three of those same decades.*3 Yet, at 
the same time, America in the decade of the 1890s experienced social and eco- 
nomic upheaval, especially after the onset of the depression of 1893, that made 
its industrial progress less noticeable to the average American. The 1890s is, 
therefore, considered a watershed economic decade that resulted in an identity 
crisis producing a cacophony of dissenting views and a sense of national crisis 
that, in turn, produced a change in U.S. diplomacy. 

The most obvious and interesting foreign policy aspect of the unprecedented 
industrial and commercial growth of the United States by 1900 can be seen in 
its desire to rely on economic power, rather than on its relatively puny army 
and navy — the “splendid little war” against Spain notwithstanding. In fact, 
President William McKinley’s belated decision to go war in April 1898 and his 
subsequent annexation of Hawaii and the Philippines were largely supported 
(if not actually dictated) by a whole host of business interests, in addition to 
Protestant missionaries and the U.S. military. The economic issues surrounding 
this war were legion and fraught with political overtones that historians only 
slowly unraveled much later in the twentieth century. In summary, despite its 
rapid economic development in the last quarter of the nineteenth century, its 
insignificant position in world affairs for most of the nineteenth century meant 
that the United States had the power and volition to pursue consistently only 
two of the diplomatic principles coming out of the American Revolution: conti- 
nental expansionism and international arbitration of minor disputes. Thus, the 
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country added contiguous territory — except for Alaska, the Philippines, Puerto 
Rico, Guam, and Hawaii — through treaties or wars with Native American 
Indians and foreign countries, starting with the Louisiana Purchase in 1803, 
reaching new heights at the end of the Spanish-American War in 1898, and 
dwindling to such isolated acquisitions as the Panama Canal Zone in 1904, the 
Virgin Islands in 1916, and several small islands after each world war. 

This propensity for territorial expansionism in the nineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries would have been unthinkable without American economic 
expansionism. There have been four historic sea changes in American economic 
history. As just noted, the first occurred in the U.S. economy gradually up to 
the 1890s as the nation industrialized. The second took place dramatically after 
World War I as it became a creditor nation for the first time. The third came 
after World War II as the United States reconstructed the economies of Europe 
and Japan. Finally, at the end of the Cold War the country became the wealth- 
iest nation in world history. These economic sea changes have typically been 
accompanied by periods of national identity crisis and changes in the domestic 
culture and political economy (the 1890s, 1920s, 19508, and 1990s). America’s 
last identity crisis began in the early 1990s, temporarily receded with the return 
of prosperity in 1996, was resurrected by the September 11 terrorist attacks, 
seemed to disappear with the patriotism prompted by those events, only to 
return when Iraq did not turn out to be another “splendid little” Gulf War. 

Most of these dramatic changes in the political economy of the United 
States corresponded to enormous global capital movements beginning in the 
late nineteenth century that constituted primitive forms of globalization that 
antedate the first formal use of the word in 1983. All previous rapid capital 
transfers have been associated with revolutions in technology and transporta- 
tion such as railroads, telegraph and telephone, and air travel. All these early 
technological innovations changed the speed of commerce at least as dramati- 
cally as faxes, satellite communications, and computers have today. These first 
waves of globalization (that is, massive capital movements) arose when mature 
economies (for their time periods) found that their domestic enterprises were 
yielding lower profits and that there weren’t enough investments at home for 
all their surplus venture capital. The unending capitalist problem remains how 
to produce higher returns with accumulating funds. Beginning in the 1980s, the 
answer was unregulated and careening global capital flows, deregulation, and 
privatization that sometimes produced disastrous results.*+ 

Each wave of technological change and subsequent increase in the speed of 
capital movements was also accompanied by official statements that such rapid 
transfers of capital would benefit everybody and peacefully unify the world. 
And, indeed, each wave did make people around the world more aware of and 
dependent upon one another. But each wave also ebbed after it peaked, and 
the international economy sometimes contracted painfully, as with the Great 
Depression and the collapse of the Pacific Rim “tiger” economies in the 1990s.*5 

In retrospect it can be seen that the four sea changes in the American economy 
were related to these periods of increasingly rapid global capital transfers and 
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contributed to domestic identity crises. It is also possible to understand how dif- 
ferent stages in the economic development of the United States have affected the 
implementation of its nineteenth-century-based foreign policy principles in the 
twentieth century. Beginning as a small, indebted, commercial and agricultural 
nation following the American Revolution, the country became a major indus- 
trial nation by the late nineteenth century with the aid of considerable foreign 
investment, and finally a major international creditor nation following the First 
World War. In the last two centuries the United States continuously adapted its 
foreign policy goals and doctrines as its economic, political, and military power 
evolved. The Cold War marked the third major adaptation of American diplo- 
macy when in late 1940s the USSR and the United States squared off in a bipolar 
conflict. This occurred when America was at the height of its economic power 
in the world because World War II had devastated the economies of England, 
Europe, Japan, and the Soviet Union. The United States is now in the process 
of adapting its foreign policy to meet the economic and military demands of 
a drastically altered post-Cold War world in which terrorism has replaced the 
demons of Nazism, Fascism, and Communism. 


Presidential Leadership and Power 


These changes in the economic position of the United States had an impact 
not only on U.S. foreign policy, but also on U.S. presidents as they conducted 
American diplomacy and initiated or inherited or interpreted early foreign pol- 
icy principles and exercised various kinds of executive leadership. There have 
been three major types of presidencies since George Washington’s: the premod- 
ern presidents (from Washington through Calvin Coolidge), the modern pres- 
idents (including the transitional administration of Herbert Hoover) through 
Ronald Reagan, and the transition to postmodern or imponderable presidents 
beginning with the George H. W. Bush, which came into full bloom under Bill 
Clinton and is being continued by George W. Bush. Most simply put, tradi- 
tional or premodern presidents were — with a few notable exceptions — more 
subject to the will of Congress in both foreign and domestic policies than either 
modern or postmodern presidents. However, those few exceptions to this rule 
of the weak executive envisioned by the Founders have given the premodern 
presidency a mercurial — one might say even a whimsical — reputation. 

For every two or three passive or ineffectual presidents of the late eighteenth, 
nineteenth, and early twentieth centuries there were those who took dramatic 
actions, beginning with George Washington, who, as the first president, set 
a precedent with practically everything he did. With the simple words of his 
1793 Proclamation of Neutrality, Washington bequeathed to U.S. foreign policy 
an over-a-century-long doctrine of neutrality. This would be the first of many 
presidential doctrines, most of which were proclaimed in the twentieth century, 
and all of which assumed lives of their own. This meant that they usually 
outlived the purpose for which they had originally been issued. This has proven 
particularly true of Cold War doctrines, discussed later. 
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Then three years later, in his 1796 Farewell Address, Washington not only 
denounced political parties but also told the country “to steer clear of per- 
manent Alliances.” Scholars have long since discounted his antiparty views; 
yet they have given mythological status to his anti—political alliance advice. 
With respect to this point, however, he went to great lengths in this address to 
distinguish “political connection[s]” with European nations from “extending 
our commercial relations” with them. Washington’s promotion of commercial 
intercourse abroad is often forgotten or confounded with his warning against 
permanent political alliances. Also forgotten is Washington’s admonition to 
the nation to “avoid the necessity of those overgrown military establishments 
which, under any form of government, are inauspicious to liberty.” 

Washington’s notable statements in 1793 and 1796 perfectly reflected the 
vulnerable position that the newly created United States occupied in the world. 
For most of the nineteenth century it was an emerging developing nation whose 
economic and military weakness did not allow it to play an important role in 
international affairs. So it was not surprising that Thomas Jefferson under- 
scored Washington’s Farewell Address at his own inauguration in 1801 when 
he said he wanted “peace, commerce, and honest friendship with all nations, 
[but] “entangling alliances with none.” The political isolationism combined 
with economic expansionism recommended by both Washington and Jefferson 
was pragmatic advice of the highest order and served the country well until its 
economic strength finally turned it into a major nation in the early twentieth 
century and undermined its commitment to political isolationism. 

Presidents following Washington from time to time also exercised unilateral 
executive authority in the realm of foreign policy, as can be seen with Jeffer- 
son’s purchase of Louisiana and his decision to take action against the Barbary 
pirates. Strong presidential leadership or, in the case of the 1823 Monroe Doc- 
trine, an aggressive secretary of state was also evident in Jackson’s killing of the 
Bank of the United States and forced dispossession of the Cherokees; in Polk’s 
manipulating the country into a war against Mexico; in Lincoln’s forcefully 
independent and suspiciously extra-constitutional actions on behalf of preserv- 
ing the Union; in McKinley’s decision to retain some of the former Spanish 
colonies for the United States after the Spanish-American War; in Theodore 
Roosevelt’s “taking of the Panama [isthmus]” from Columbia; and finally, of 
course, in Wilson’s unprecedented personal efforts to bring the United States 
into the League of Nations. 

Looking back at these dramatic individual assertions of unilateral executive 
power on the part of premodern presidents from the 1790s through the 1920s, 
it can be argued that they amount to an idiosyncratic assortment of actions 
even though most of them are associated with territorial or economic expan- 
sionism. I use the term “mercurial” to describe the premodern presidency as far 
as the country’s diplomacy is concerned because these examples of dramatic, 
forceful presidential behavior, whether in domestic or foreign matters, were the 
exception rather than the rule. By and large, therefore, “Congress remained 
the main engine of national policy-making” throughout the nineteenth century, 
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even though several presidents began to manipulate the commander-in-chief 
clause of Article II, section 2 of the U.S. Constitution to claim more power 
for themselves.*° Consequently, many of the nineteenth-century principles of 
U.S. foreign policy that came to characterize American diplomacy in the twen- 
tieth century came out of Congress or from political parties in the nineteenth 
century — not out of the office of the president or the executive branch of 
government. 

Nonetheless, the executive branch diplomatic assertiveness in the name of 
economic, racial, ethnic, and cultural superiority that characterized the pres- 
idencies of James K. Polk, William McKinley, Theodore Roosevelt, William 
Howard Taft, and Woodrow Wilson cannot be ignored. For purposes of this 
book, the roles of Roosevelt and Wilson are singularly important. For example, 
in gendered, macho language, TR confirmed this denial of self-determination 
to the Western Hemisphere when he proclaimed in his famous 1904 Corollary 
to the Monroe Doctrine: 


Chronic wrongdoing, or an impotence which results in a general loosening of the ties of 
civilized society, may in America, as elsewhere, ultimately require intervention by some 
civilized nation, and in the Western Hemisphere the adherence of the United States to 
the Monroe Doctrine may force the United States, however reluctantly, in flagrant cases 
of such wrong doing or impotence, to the exercise of an international police power. 


Although Roosevelt denied any aggrandizing intent on the part of the United 
States, for the bulk of twentieth century his corollary became the basis for arbi- 
trary American intervention in Latin America. Roosevelt’s Corollary ultimately 
transformed the Monroe Doctrine from one of nonintervention by European 
powers to one of aggressive intervention by the United States in the Caribbean 
and Central America. Despite a few attempts in the 1920s and 1930s to dis- 
tance U.S. policy from this corollary, Roosevelt, according to Walter LaFeber, 
“inverted” the Monroe Doctrine and in so doing initiated one of the first sig- 
nificant increases in presidential power in the twentieth century. “In 1823 it 
[the Monroe Doctrine] had been created to protect Latin American revolu- 
tionaries against foreign intervention; in 1905, he redefined it to protect U.S. 
interventionism against Latin American revolutionaries.” The “inversion” cre- 
ated by the Roosevelt Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine gave the green light 
to a century of U.S. intervention in the affairs of the Southern Hemisphere, 
and it anticipated the assertion of American muscle in other parts of the world 
as well.*7 

In fact, until the Cold War, the first two decades of the twentieth century 
marked the most willful exercise of U.S. power outside its own boundaries. 
For example, U.S. Marines raided Caribbean nations twenty times between 
1898 and 1920. Under several different presidents America ruthlessly subdued 
Filipinos, mercilessly put down the nationalist, black pride Noirisme movement 
in Haiti, intervened repeatedly in Cuba, and tried to bluff its way into the Far 
Eastern spheres of influence of major world powers with Secretary of State John 
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Hay’s “Open Door Notes.” At the same time, the country simultaneously began 
to practice a Closed Door policy whenever it could in the Western Hemisphere. 

Given the weakness of the United States as an international power in 1823 
it could not enforce any of the principles of the Monroe Doctrine, but, by 
making a unilateral statement, American leaders reserved for themselves the sole 
right to determine which principles would be implemented in accordance with 
perceived national interests. In this sense, the doctrine can be seen to have been a 
realistically limited unilateral assertion of U.S. power as the country gradually 
emerged as a major force in world affairs, until the presidency of Theodore 
Roosevelt. He not only conspired to aid Panama in seceding from Columbia 
but then encouraged the Panamanian junta to overthrow the government that 
resisted granting American rule over a strip of land for the Panama canal. 
In this sense Roosevelt did later rightfully boast in 1911 that he “took the 
Canal Zone.” However, he usually acted with a show or threat of U.S. force, 
and, in general, he took less direct military ground action against Caribbean 
and Central American nations than his predecessor, preferring, even in the 
Philippines, to negotiate assertions of U.S. power and domination, although 
his language remained excessively racist, referring to Columbians as “Dagos,” 
bandits, and jackrabbits, and to Filipinos, especially the darker-skinned ones, 
as “Tagal” or “Malay” bandits or “Chinese half-breed.” He also negatively 
compared Filipinos to the Sioux, Comanche, and Apache Indians. Outside of his 
rhetorical and threatened military action in the Caribbean and Central America, 
he thought the rest of Latin America could be controlled through a combination 
of Open and Closed Door economic pursuits. His successor, William Howard 
Taft, systematically added an enterprising dollar diplomacy component to all 
of U.S. foreign policy, including the Monroe Doctrine.*® 

Taft probably had a more sophisticated awareness of the global implications 
of American economic power before 1920 than either Roosevelt or Wilson. In 
fact, he could be considered ahead of his time in terms of crafting U.S. economic 
foreign policy. He not only used military force in the Caribbean, Mexico, and 
Asia but also fostered American corporate and commercial expansion abroad as 
no other president had. In anticipation of a North American continental market, 
he negotiated a reciprocity treaty with Canada and envisioned an even greater 
share of the market for the United States. Finally, he shocked many when he 
said that “matters of national honor” should be arbitrated as should property 
matters and proceeded to negotiate treaties to settle disputes through arbitra- 
tion rather than the use of force.*? In this manner, Taft bolstered international 
cooperation as one of the basic principles of U.S. foreign policy established by 
1900. Enter Woodrow Wilson. 


Wilson and Intervention into Latin America 


Despite initially implying that his would be a kinder, gentler Latin American for- 
eign policy, Wilson implemented the enhanced Monroe Doctrine with primarily 
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a moralistic military vengeance once he assumed office in 1913. While seem- 
ingly rejecting the most blatant aspects of Taft’s government support for big 
business abroad, Wilson resorted instead to more military interventions in for- 
eign countries without declarations of war, often for economic reasons, than 
any president in the twentieth century until William Jefferson Clinton. Long 
before intervening in the Russian civil war following the Bolshevik Revolution 
during World War I, he employed the marines and/or warships against Mexico, 
Haiti, the Dominican Republic, and Nicaragua. All of these Central American 
incursions clearly placed Wilson in line with the Roosevelt Corollary. He even 
compared his miliary action against Haiti in 1915, albeit in a not-altogether- 
approving tone, to that of TR in Panama in 1904, saying: “we are in danger 
of going a course not unlike that which Roosevelt followed on the isthmus.” 
Of all these Wilsonian interventions, perhaps the one in Haiti is most iconic, 
although Nicaragua is a close second because of the overt guerrilla war U.S. 
Marines conducted against the Sandinistas in the late 1920s and early 1930s and 
the covert U.S. aid to the contras against the Sandinistas during the Iran/Contra 
affair under President Ronald Reagan in the 198o0s.3° 

Not only was Haiti brutally occupied by U.S. forces from 1915 to 1934, 
the United States also supported military dictators there until the election of 
Jean-Bertrand Aristide in 1990. Subsequently, as discussed later, the United 
States used force to restore Aristide to power in 1994 and then summarily 
removed him from office in 2004, leaving the nation in probably the worst 
shape in its entire history — suffering from AIDS, flooding, general governmental 
incompetence, and gang killings. Of all the American interventions into the 
Caribbean, those in Haiti remain singular, if for no other reason than that 
Haiti was not listed in 1823 with other countries coming under the jurisdiction 
of the Monroe Doctrine. Yet that exclusion has not prevented the United States 
from treating it as an unruly stepchild deserving periodic paternalistic discipline 
throughout the twentieth century and into the twenty-first.3" 

Despite the fact that Wilson ultimately supported both dollar diplomacy and 
military intervention in Central America, he started his presidency thinking 
that his foreign policy would be a departure from Taft’s concessions to big 
business and Roosevelt’s big stick. Apparently oblivious of the fact that by 1913 
Latin America consumed $135 million in U.S. manufactured goods and was the 
recipient of almost half of all U.S. foreign investments, Wilson announced that 
his policy in that area of the world would not be economic in nature. Instead, it 
would be the harbinger of an era of “human liberty and national opportunity” 
because the “real relationship [of the United States] with the rest of America 
is...of a family of mankind devoted to the development of true constitutional 
liberty.” 3* 

In actuality, Wilson’s moral and egalitarian approach to Central and South 
America was always tinged with authoritarian paternalism (or what he once 
supported in his scholarly writings, “paternalistic imperialism”), often dis- 
guised with metaphors about the universalism of democracy, capitalism, and 
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constitutionalism. Within a week of occupying the Oval Office, for example, 
in a press announcement he specifically gave Latin American nations notice 
that he would cooperate with them “only when [they] supported at every turn 
[the] orderly processes of just government based on law, not upon arbitrary or 
irregular force.” He stated that he would not tolerate “agitators in certain coun- 
tries [who] wanted revolutions.” In a word, he would do everything he could 
to prevent revolutions — a sentiment he harbored long before the Bolsheviks 
presented him with a real one. So when he insisted that Americans were com- 
pelled by an “obligation of honour ...to constitute ourselves the champions of 
constitutional government and of the integrity and independence of free states 
throughout America, North and South,” he nonetheless meant that the people 
of northern Latin America needed benevolent, fatherly guidance and discipline 
because, unlike Americans, they lacked the “fine lineage” of Anglo-Saxons and, 
therefore, were in a state of political and economic infancy. As such, they, like 
African Americans, were “wards” who needed the tutelage of the U.S. govern- 
ment to progress and prove they had mastered the finer points of democracy and 
capitalism. Wilson’s words marked the beginning of over a century of Amer- 
ica’s paradoxical and sporadic attempts at “dictating democracy, of enforcing 
freedom, [and] of extorting emancipation” in the name of world peace and free 
trade.%3 


The Roots of Wilson’s Views 


It is often said that Wilson’s views on race and the rights of minorities came from 
his southern background. However, he actually came from a Midwestern, Pres- 
byterian family, portions of which migrated between Pennsylvania and Ohio 
after arriving in America in 1807. His minister father, Joseph Ruggles Wilson, 
received his seminary training in Allegheny, Pennsylvania, and Princeton, New 
Jersey. He taught for a few years in Steubenville, Pennsylvania, until finally 
being called to his first pastorate in Staunton, Virginia, in 1855, where Wilson 
was born the next year on December 28. As president, he always identified 
himself as a Virginian, even though from the age of two to fourteen he lived in 
Georgia because his family had moved to Augusta early in 1858. Then in 1870 
they moved to Columbia, South Carolina, staying there until 1874, when they 
moved Wilmington, Virginia. A year before, at the age of seventeen, Wilson had 
left home to attend Davidson College in North Carolina. Although the fam- 
ily accommodated itself to the Confederacy, his father, in particular, appears 
to have remained an unreconstructed and fairly liberal Midwestern minis- 
ter who did not hold strict Calvinist beliefs about predestination, but rather 
adhered to the strain of Presbyterianism stemming from the Scotch Enlight- 
enment and based on the humanism of Adam Smith and David Hume, which 
stressed that even the Presbyterian elect had to “show signs of that saved state 
in this world.” In all probability this meant that Wilson’s father never assumed 
the parochial values of the slave-owning, landed aristocracy. Nonetheless, in 
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1861 Joseph Ruggles Wilson called for the meeting of southern presbyteries that 
resulted in the establishment of the North and South branches of the church. 
Yet after the Civil War he likely would have agreed with his son when, as a law 
student at the University of Virginia, Wilson stated in a public lecture in 1880 
that “because I love the South I rejoice in the failure of the Confederacy.” By 
this he meant that independence would have relegated the Confederacy to an 
inferior relationship with the industrial, resource-rich Union. At the same time 
he thought blacks too inferior a race for political leadership, and told his parents 
that he supported the Democrat Samuel V. Tilden, who had opposed radical 
reconstruction of the South by Republicans in the contested 1876 presidential 
election.*+ 

While there is little evidence that Wilson and his father ever embraced south- 
ern romanticism about its slave past or that they were typical orthodox south- 
erners, it is significant that both father and son seem to have believed that 
the Bible sanctioned slavery.*> This belief more than anything else may have 
undergirded Wilson’s later manifestations of racism and his related disregard 
for minority rights before the First World War. It should be remembered that at 
this time most people made racist assumptions based on nationality and ethnic- 
ity, in addition to color. So minority rights and racial rights were often equated 
and rejected. 

Born in 1855 in Virginia, Wilson remembered little of the Civil War during 
which the family lived in Augusta, Georgia. His formative years in the 1860s 
and 1870s look unimpressive if one were searching for a future southern pres- 
ident of the United States. Diffident and seemingly lazy as a young boy, by his 
own admission Wilson was a dreamer. He later recalled to a friend in rort: “I 
lived a dream life (almost too exclusively, perhaps) when I was a lad and even 
now my thought goes back for refreshment to those days when all the world 
seemed to me to be a place of heroic adventure, in which one’s heart must keep 
its own counsel.” More to the point, he apparently suffered from dyslexia, not 
reading until he was nine and not writing until he was eleven. This “neurolog- 
ical handicap,” more than anything else, explains the dream world into which 
he lapsed for much of his young adulthood and the fact that his mother and 
sisters became overly protective of him, especially with regard to his demand- 
ing father’s demonstrable disappointment over his first son’s slow educational 
progress. Dyslexia would not be the last of Wilson’s neurological problems. He 
suffered from cerebral vascular disease starting in 1896, when his first stroke 
left him with a weak right hand. In 1906, another stroke weakened his right 
arm and almost blinded his right eye. Continuing carotid artery disease resulted 
in a final massive stroke in 1919 that incapacitated him as president and until 
his death in 1924. From childhood he suffered from debilitating headaches, 
stomach problems, and bouts of depression, particularly when under stress. 
Generally speaking, it seems fair to say that Wilson was a sickly, bespectacled 
child and a less-than-healthy young man and later mature adult — a fact that 
would ultimately affect his ability to obtain U.S. entrance into the League of 
Nations.*° 
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Wilson’s Views before World War I 


Wilson’s paternalistically condescending attitude toward non-Anglo-Saxon 
peoples did not originate with his presidency. It can also be found in his text- 
books and in other writings going back before the turn of the century. Before 
becoming president, Wilson wrote political science and American history works 
that also contained racist and anti-immigrant observations. For example, in 
essays in the 1880s and 1890s and in his five-volume History of the American 
People he referred to the “partial corruption of foreign blood” by a “miscel- 
laneous immigration” that contributed to “social chaos,” and to blacks as 
“children” and “ignorant negroes” who did not deserve the franchise. He 
thought that the Ku Klux Klan was a group whose purpose it was “to protect the 
southern country from some of the ugliest hazards of a time of revolution.” 37 

In his very first 1885 book, Constitutional Government, Wilson also indi- 
cated that not all peoples were ready for self-government until they had demon- 
strated “the long discipline which gives a people self-possession, self-mastery, 
the habit of order and peace and common counsel, and a reverence for law 
which will not fail when they themselves become the makers of the law: the 
steadiness and self-control of political maturity.” And in 1908 he declared that 
self-government could not be “‘given’ to any people because it is a form of 
character and not a form of constitution.” 38 

There is much in Wilson’s upbringing and pre-World War I views that 
explains his paternalistic and racist diplomacy. As the first southern president 
since the Civil War, Wilson was also the first to initiate and enforce segregation 
in the federal government. However, he did not do this without being chal- 
lenged in a petition signed by 20,000 “Afro-Americans in thirty-eight states.” 
Twice, in 1913 and 1914, William Monroe Trotter, who had voted for Wilson 
in the 1912 election, led a delegation to protest this discriminatory treatment 
of blacks by the president. And twice Wilson replied in condescending racist 
language. First he maintained that he had ordered the segregation of African 
American employees in order to prevent “any kind of friction” and to avoid 
making “them” feel “uncomfortable.” When Trotter insisted that segregation 
implied inequality and that blacks should not be treated as “wards,” Wilson 
agreed with the implication of inequality (ignoring the question of whether 
blacks were wards) but then tried to rationalize his position with paternalis- 
tic religiosity: “It is not a question of intrinsic equality because we all have 
human souls. We are absolutely equal in that respect. It is just at the present 
a question of economic equality — whether the Negro can do the same things 
with equal efficiency. Now I think they are proving that they can. After they 
have proved it, a lot of things are going to solve themselves.” Throughout these 
two encounters, Wilson distinguished between “the American people” and the 
“Negro race” and made it clear that despite the “advancement of the Negro 
race in America,” blacks still fell far behind Anglo-Saxon standards in terms 
of political and economic development. Therefore, they were not yet deserving 
of self-determination within the United States. Hence, segregation was “the 
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best way to help the Negro... [because it would begin] to relieve him of his 
dependence upon the white element of our population.” 39 

Wilson’s paternalism on race extended to matters of gender and even to 
economics. The first was rooted in white superiority, the second in white male 
superiority, and the third in white capitalism. All three could be (and were) 
defended in the first two decades of the twentieth century in the name of the 
rule of law. Assertions about the rule of law in domestic, but especially in for- 
eign, affairs always carry with them an aura of nationalistic superiority whereby 
lawbreakers are made to feel inferior for not recognizing the putative universal- 
ity of the dominant set of rules and regulations. This type of superiority is often 
tinged with both racism and sexism and always couched in moralistic terms. 
At the same time, it should be noted that wherever the United States has sent 
troops — for example, in Haiti and Philippines — it also has made many material 
improvements by building hospitals, road, barracks, bridges, and government 
buildings, and by upgrading communication systems, not only out of a humani- 
tarian sense of its superiority, but also to increase the efficiency of its occupation. 
This is a lesson that TR and Taft had learned in the Philippines because military 
repression had proven so costly in terms of money and American and Filipino 
lives. In the end, until the United States granted it independence after World 
War II the Philippines “had to accept American sovereignty [as] ...another 
name for [its] liberty.” As historian David Healy has noted, since at least 1898 
the United States had acted like a thinly veiled racist, “imperialist thug” as it 
pursued self-interested hegemony — all the while hiding behind the rhetoric of 
disinterested, fatherly benevolence.*° 

As president, Wilson vacillated over whether to impose capitalism through 
the paternalistic rule of law and/or military intervention. Thus, he asserted right 
after his inauguration in 1913 that the U.S. government would follow “orderly 
processes of just government, based on law, not upon arbitrary or irregular 
force” on behalf of economic interests. This would appear to contradict what 
he said while campaigning for the presidency in 1912: “If prosperity is not to be 
checked in this country we must broaden our borders and make conquest of the 
markets of the world.” Furthermore, as the result of one of Wilson’s first pieces 
of reform legislation, the 1913 Federal Reserve Act, U.S. banks could establish 
foreign branches, and most went into Latin America. Little wonder, therefore, 
that once the situation in Haiti deteriorated to the point where Wilson came 
to believe that France and Germany, especially the latter, were colluding with 
the revolutionaries and threatening American control of the National Bank 
of Haiti and other American business interests, he decided that the “United 
States cannot consent to stand by and permit revolutionary conditions to exist 
there.” In this manner, the rule of law succumbed to economic expediency as 
the president admitted to his secretary of state, Robert Lansing, before autho- 
rizing sending Marines to Haiti in August 1915: “I fear we have not the legal 
authority to do what we apparently ought to do. ...I suppose there is nothing 
for it but to take the bull by the horns and restore order.” Like other American 
presidents between 1900 and 1917, Wilson brooked no other economic model, 


The United States Forms and Refines Its Diplomacy 41 


particularly in less-developed countries of color, than the superior white capi- 
talist one.*' It did not take the Russian revolution to convince the United States 
of the universal superiority of its economic system and, as it would turn out, 
of its political system as well. 

Most importantly, to this already-volatile mix of the white man’s paternalistic 
racism and capitalism Wilson added a virtuous insistence on democracy as 
another worldwide goal of American foreign policy. Democracy had not been 
one of the original principles of U.S. diplomacy as of 1900. It was Wilson who, 
before the United States entered the First World War, sent American troops into 
Mexico in order to “teach the South American republics to elect good men,” and 
who, of course, coined the renowned description of that war as one that would 
make the world “safe for democracy.” While Cold War presidents often took 
a similar stand with respect to Third World nations after World War II, George 
W. Bush best exemplified Wilson’s arrogance and moral self-righteousness in 
June 2002 when he told the Palestinians they needed to hold new elections but 
had better not return Yassir Arafat to power, and when he insisted in 2003 that 
the invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq would produce democracy not only in 
these countries, but throughout the Middle East.4* 


Wilson Does an About-Face 


There is little, therefore, in Woodrow Wilson’s family background, upbringing, 
or education that would have foreshadowed his about-face on foreign policy 
in the course of the First World War. What, then, prompted his conversion 
to, and revitalization of, the foreign policy concept of self-determination after 
the outbreak of war in Europe in 1914? As noted, Wilson had not previously 
honored this concept at home or in the Caribbean and Central America. The 
reasons for his diplomatic turnaround, discussed later, were primarily rooted in 
his simplistic, moralistic response to the unprecedented devastation of World 
War I and a “theology of politics in which the individual, the church, society and 
the nations of the world were all properly placed in a progressive global order.” 
This is not surprising given the fact that Wilson also practiced a reformed brand 
of Presbyterianism imbued with the Social Gospel of the late nineteenth century. 
This meant that he had previously “used the language of traditional morality 
to advance progressive political reform...[and] he trust[ed] in the promise 
of redemption in politics, especially foreign policy ...based on modern social 
science.” 43 

Having taken such strong actions based on racism and an enhanced ver- 
sion of the Monroe Doctrine to impose democracy and capitalism by force 
in Mexico and Central America, with the outbreak of war in Europe in 1914 
Wilson suddenly realized that if the United States entered that conflict it would 
violate the nonentanglement provision of the Monroe Doctrine. So, under the 
influence of his confidant Colonel Edward M. House, the president began to 
try to turn the unilateral Monroe Doctrine into a multilateral Pan-American 
Pact, even though his unilateral actions in Central America and Mexico had 
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already clashed with House’s grandiose plan to bring Argentina, Brazil, and 
Chile into a treaty that would join them and the United States in a “common 
and mutual guaranty of territorial integrity and of political independence under 
republican forms of government.” House’s views in 1914 may not have been 
Wilson’s, but the president permitted his friend to pursue the idea of a Pan- 
American Pact that represented “a true regional security system.” House’s idea 
also alienated Wilson’s first secretary of state, William Jennings Bryan, because 
he apparently thought that his “cooling-off” treaties had already provided ways 
to avoid conflict with the ABC nations. Blithely contradicting the military and 
economic interventions he had already undertaken or was contemplating in 
the region, Wilson made a point of idealistically asserting in his 1915 annual 
address to Congress that “the moral is that the states of America are not hostile 
rivals, but cooperating friends, and that their growing sense of community of 
interest, alike in matters political and alike in matters economic, is likely to give 
them a new significance as factors in international affairs and in the political 
history of the world.”44 

House’s ambitious pan-American plan and Wilson’s tenuous offer of a mul- 
tilateral treaty fell by the wayside as he and the president became more and 
more involved in the relations of the United States with the warring powers 
in Europe. Chile had not been very enthusiastic about the treaty in any case, 
but, according to House, “in its general intent the Pan-American Pact [was] the 
immediate prototype of the Covenant of the League of Nations.” And, indeed, 
Wilson announced in an unexpected speech to the Senate in January 1917 that 
he wanted to extend the Monroe Doctrine to the entire world by having “the 
nations with one accord adopt the doctrine of President Monroe as the doc- 
trine of the world” by agreeing that they would not “seek to extend its polity 
over any other nation or people,” and that “every people should be left free to 
determine its own polity... the little along with the great and powerful.” Since 
secret treaties had led to World War I, Wilson belatedly (and in words reminis- 
cent of Thomas Jefferson) urged “all nations henceforth [to] avoid entangling 
alliances which would draw them into competitions of power. ”45 

In this speech Wilson apparently was trying to modify the unilateral nature 
and unpopularity of the Monroe Doctrine abroad by “purgling] all taint of an 
exclusive United States sphere of influence from the doctrine by transforming 
it into a universal sphere of influence for democracy and self-determination.” 
Gaddis Smith has called this attempt “an interesting piece of intellectual gym- 
nastics bound to cause confusion,” concluding that Wilson succeeded in com- 
promising the limited regional purpose of the original 1823 doctrine by trying to 
“universalize” it. Of course, he had already contradicted himself by deploying 
American forces in Mexico and the Caribbean between 1914 and 1917. The 
resulting confusion about whether the president had actually abandoned his 
previous interventionist policies was exacerbated when he entered into Faus- 
tian bargains with the Allies at the Versailles Peace Conference. He did this to 
make sure that Article XXI of the Covenant of the League of Nations specifically 
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upheld the validity of the original Monroe Doctrine (and presumably its inter- 
ventionist corollaries) against international interference. Smith goes so far as to 
suggest that Article XXI meant that the “authority of the League covered only 
half the world, the ‘Eastern half’”; that is, the League would have no authority 
over the Western Hemisphere.*° 

Woodrow Wilson thus muddied the regional realism of the Monroe Doctrine 
by first ruthlessly employing it, then seemingly denying that it had well served 
American material interests in Latin America, then trying to universalize it, and 
finally by codifying its interventionist intent in the League Covenant. This con- 
fusion and denial about the relationship between self-determination and spheres 
of influence and the zigzag employment of independent internationalist diplo- 
macy is one of Wilson’s major diplomatic legacies. Although he reintroduced 
self-determination as the basis for national sovereignty during World War I, 
he ultimately acceded when the Allies took exception to and/or took advan- 
tage of this principle in order to satisfy the territorial promises they had made 
each other in secret pre-war alliances. Their conduct was more in keeping with 
the president’s own earlier violations of self-determination in the Dominican 
Republic, Haiti, Nicaragua, and Mexico. Wilson even tried to insert into the 
1916 treaty with Nicaragua a clause similar to the Platt Amendment denying 
the independence of Cuba, and his statements about self-government for the 
Philippines made it clear that it could not be granted until “our work there is 
done and they are ready.” And for the most part, while Congress, the press, 
and the public on occasion questioned Wilson’s tactics, they generally agreed 
with his goal of establishing peace, stability, and prosperity, especially in the 
Caribbean region, at the expense of self-determination, national sovereignty, 
and democracy.‘7 

Wilson did not simply conflate realism and idealism with respect to his 
own application and interpretation of the Monroe Doctrine while president, 
he bequeathed this conundrum to his successors in the Oval Office. Ultimately, 
most U.S. presidents after Wilson would sporadically exert “hard” influence 
over Central American nations in the first half of the twentieth century and 
both “hard” and “soft” influence over most of South America during the Cold 
War — all in the name of democratic self-determination. In fact, they were sim- 
ply shoring up an American Closed Door sphere of influence in the Western 
Hemisphere** — something the country’s unselfconscious ideology did not allow 
it to admit to itself or to the world. 

For example, Franklin Roosevelt temporarily moved away from applying 
the Monroe Doctrine until the outbreak of World War II, and then Eisen- 
hower covertly revived it in Guatemala. Next, the Bay of Pigs fiasco under 
John Kennedy represented one of the unsuccessful examples of American use 
of force in keeping with the Monroe Doctrine. Later, Richard Nixon reverted 
to covert implementation of the doctrine in Chile, and Jimmy Carter declared it 
dead. Both Ronald Reagan and George H. W. Bush invoked it when employing 
covert and overt force to interfere in the politics of El Salvador, Guatemala, 
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Nicaragua, Honduras, Grenada, and Panama. This pattern continued in the 
post-Cold War era as Bill Clinton relied on the Monroe Doctrine when he 
tried to restore democracy in Haiti. Finally, George W. Bush appears to have 
returned to Wilson’s attempt to universalize the doctrine — not through multi- 
lateral cooperation, but through preemptive unilateral U.S. action. 


2 


The Faustian Impact of World War I on U.S. Diplomacy 


There can be no question of our ceasing to be a major power. The only question 
is whether we can refuse the moral leadership that is offered us, whether we shall 
accept or reject the confidence of the world....The stage is set, the destiny is 
disclosed. It has come about by no plan of our conceiving, but by the hand of 
God who led us into this way....It was of this that we dreamed at our birth. 
America shall in truth show the way. 
Woodrow Wilson, presenting the Versailles Peace Treaty 
to the U.S. Senate, July 10, 1919 


Although Woodrow Wilson initially urged the country to be “impartial in 
thought as well as in action” in 1914, by the time the United States finally 
entered the First World War in 1917 he had failed to steer the country on a 
neutral course. The country accepted the president’s idea that the United States 
should remain neutral when war broke out in Europe in 1914. Yet Wilson con- 
tradicted himself about what it meant for the United States to practice neutrality. 
In doing so, he led the country into that conflict on the highest moral, if unreal- 
istic, grounds and reinforced the Faustian substructure of American diplomacy 
that would remain in place for the remainder of the twentieth century and into 
the twenty-first. 

As early as February 1915 Wilson had embarked on a slanted moralistic 
diplomacy by sending a mild note of protest when England declared a war 
zone in the North Sea and a “strict accountability” warning to Germany when 
it declared a war zone around the British Isles. This political favoritism was 
soon followed by economic partiality in the form of loans and arms trade with 
the Allied (Entente) powers. It was not surprising that the United States would 
side with England because of a similar cultural heritage, because the British 
propaganda effort in America was much superior to that of Germany, and 
because his closest advisers, Colonel House and Robert Lansing, were strong 
Anglophiles. By the time America entered the war in April 1917, it had lent 
over $2.5 billion to the Allies and only $27 million to the Central powers. It 
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can be argued that this reflected the economic self-interest of the United States, 
which, at the beginning of the war in 1914, was in the midst of a twenty-month 
depression, but it did not reflect the “impartial neutrality” urged by Wilson’s 
secretary of state, William Jennings Bryan. 

By the summer of r915 Wilson had drastically limited the country’s diplo- 
matic options by making American honor and prestige inviolate with a series 
of notes over the sinking of the British luxury liner the Lusitania. He did this 
by insisting that German submarine warfare violated the questionable right of 
American citizens to travel on any passenger ship of belligerent nations and 
therefore was more immoral, and thus less tolerable, than English violations 
of American commercial rights. “The Government of the United States is con- 
tending for something much greater than mere right of property or privileges 
of commerce,” he proclaimed in the second Lusitania note, “it is contending 
for nothing less high and sacred than the rights of humanity.” Then in the third 
note he went further, saying: “The rights of neutrals in time of war are based 
upon principle, not upon expediency, and the principles are immutable.” 

With these words Wilson forever transgressed the “impartial neutrality” that 
Bryan had been advocating, prompting the secretary of state to resign. Once 
again, as with self-determination, the president reverted to a universal concept 
that was far from accepted by other nations — especially the warring powers in 
World War I. But in this case, Wilson backed himself into a non-negotiable posi- 
tion and made U.S. entrance into the war inevitable once Germany announced 
a return to unrestricted submarine warfare in violation of his “strict account- 
ability” doctrine as elaborated in the three Lusitania notes. It would have been 
one thing for him to accept the maritime system of England and to finance the 
Allied cause, and still leave himself the option of reverting to armed neutrality 
against Germany in 1917, but Wilson stubbornly refused to retreat from the 
myth of universal principles involving American honor and prestige entirely of 
his own making. World War I simply allowed him to repossess the jeremiad of 
exceptionalism in order to denounce sin and call for redemption of the world 
through American leadership. Perhaps the most arrogant and yet poignant jus- 
tification he gave for his flawed foreign policy when dealing with the war 
in Europe came in a February 24, 1916, letter to Senator William J. Stone 
(D-MO): 


For my own part, I cannot consent to any abridgement of the rights of American citizens 
in any respect. The honour and self-respect of the nation is involved. We covet peace, 
and shall preserve it at any cost but the loss of honour. To forbid our people to exercise 
their rights for fear we might be called upon to vindicate them would be a deep humilia- 
tion indeed. ... an implicit, all but explicit, acquiescence in the violation of the rights of 
mankind everywhere. ... It would be a deliberate abdication of our hitherto proud posi- 
tion as spokesmen even amidst the turmoil of war for the law and the right. ... Once [we] 
accept a single abatement of right... many other humiliations would certainly follow, 
and the whole fine fabric of international law might crumble under our hands piece by 
piece. What we are contending for in this matter is of the very essence of the things that 
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have made America a sovereign nation. She cannot yield them without conceding her 
own impotency as a nation, and making virtual surrender of her independent position 
among the nations of the world.' 


With these words and similar ones that followed, Wilson crossed the line from 
negotiation to ultimatum —- the anathema of diplomacy, except to this most 
self-righteous of presidents. 

While Secretary Lansing clearly supported the dubious universal principles 
upon which Wilson’s unneutral policy was based between 1914 and 1917, 
it is well known that he never encouraged the president’s equally expansive 
statements on the subject of self-determination. “The more I think about the 
President’s declaration as to the right of ‘self-determination,’” he wrote in a 
confidential memorandum on December 30, 1918, “the more convinced I am 
of the danger of putting such ideas into the minds of certain races. It is bound to 
be the basis of impossible demands on the Peace Congress, and create trouble 
in many lands....In the end it is bound to be called the dream of an idealist 
who failed to realize the danger until too late to check those who attempted 
to put the principle into force.” In his postwar memoir Lansing continued to 
question what the term meant and to fear its implications. “Does he [Wilson] 
mean a race, a territorial area, or a community? Without a definite unit which 
is practical, application of this principle is dangerous to peace and stability 
[because]... fixity of national boundaries and of national alliance, and political 
stability would disappear if this principle was uniformly applied.” Lansing 
then perspicaciously quoted from his earlier memorandum: “Will it not breed 
discontent, disorder and rebellion? ... The phrase [self-determination] is simply 
loaded with dynamite. It will raise hopes which can never be realized. It will, 
I fear, cost thousands of lives.... What a calamity that the phrase was ever 
uttered! What misery it will cause!” 


Wilson’s Fourteen Points and Self-Determination 


So after violating self-determination for blacks inside the United States and for 
peoples of color in Mexico and in Caribbean and Central American countries up 
to 1917, and then intervening in Siberia in 1918, and after refusing to support 
independence for Ireland, Ukraine, Byelorussia [Belarus], Georgia, Finland, 
and the Baltic and Caucasia countries, by 1920 Woodrow Wilson had some- 
how miraculously managed to give the concept of national self-determination 
international status, first through his Fourteen Points in 1918, and their subse- 
quent elaboration in an additional thirteen points, and then with the League of 
Nations Covenant.’ Although his Fourteen Points address did not contain the 
term “self-determination,” points five through thirteen dealt with territorial, 
sovereignty, and nationality questions. However, in an attempt to keep Russia 
in the war, point six called for the “evacuation of all Russian territory” and 
assured the Bolsheviks of the “intelligent and unselfish sympathy” of “her sister 
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nations.” Only Poland was specifically given the right to secede from Russia, 
despite the problems that created for its large German minority population. 
The special treatment that Poland received in Wilson’s Fourteen Points can be 
traced in large measure to the failed American relief effort for that country — an 
effort that the president exploited for political purposes among Polish immi- 
grant groups during his reelection campaign in 1916. This is not to underplay 
the horrible destitution suffered by the Poles during the First World War. It was 
unusually severe, largely because of the German invasion and English blockade. 
Consequently, both sides in the war approved of some form of independence 
for Poland by the end of 1916.4 

Ironically, Wilson’s Fourteen Points violated his principle of self-determina- 
tion as far as ethnic and national groups within Poland and Russia were 
concerned. According to Derek Heater, the document was “anything but a 
wholehearted exposition of the principle of national self-determination.” Lenin, 
Trotsky, and even British Prime Minister Lloyd George had made more defini- 
tive pronouncements about self-determination before Wilson did. But it was 
the president’s Fourteen Points that temporarily captured the imagination of 
Americans and the peacemakers at Versailles, in part because Russia was 
excluded for having opted out of the war with the Brest-Litovsk Treaty in 
March r918 and in part because by the time of the Paris Peace Conference 
Wilson had resolved not to deal with the Bolsheviks. He thought that they 
could not possibly succeed in uniting the country because it had already bro- 
ken up into “at least five parts — Finland, the Baltic provinces, European Russia, 
Siberia and the Ukraine.” Thus, Wilson contradicted the sixth of his original 
Fourteen Points when he announced during the peace talks that his principle of 
self-determination should also be applied to Russia to determine “under what 
sovereignty these various states desire to come.”5 

According to George Kennan, by the end of the war the Soviets were consid- 
ered nothing more than German puppets who would have used the peace confer- 
ence for propaganda purposes. Yet Lenin’s and Trotsky’s strict socialist-driven 
notions about self-determination might well have produced fewer nationality 
and ethnic compromises at the peace conference than Wilson’s more ambigu- 
ous ones had either man been permitted to attend and represent his country 
at Versailles. After all, in December 1917 Trotsky had taunted France, Italy, 
Britain, and America by asking when they would apply “the right to the deter- 
mination of their own destinies” to their colonial holdings as the “Russian 
Revolution... [had] given to the peoples of Finland, Ukrainia, [and] White 
Russia.” This statement must be taken with a grain of salt, since Lenin, at least, 
viewed national self-determination through the myopic lense of proletarian rev- 
olutions. Where these were imminent, self-determination would work in favor 
of Communism; where they were not, bourgeois self-determination could not 
be trusted to foster the cause of the a worldwide overthrow of capitalism.° 

While the Bolsheviks supported self-determination in anticipation of Com- 
munist proletariat revolutions in newly emerging nations, Wilson conflated 
democracy and capitalism (as his successors in the White House would continue 
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to do down to the present), folding them into his concept of self-determination 
and then embedding that in his Fourteen Points and League of Nations 
Covenant. Both Communist and capitalist brands of self-determination proved 
wanting in practical terms when it came to protecting the rights of minorities 
within national boundaries determined by majority will. Indeed, the Soviet 
Union quickly violated the principle of self-determination within its own 
borders, and Wilson’s version was corrupted around the world through the 
League’s mandate system, which represented “the principle of national self- 
determination deferred.”” Just as Wilson’s (and previous presidents’) protec- 
torates in the Caribbean had violated the national sovereignty of those nations, 
so did the mandate system, which, during the interwar years, looked more and 
more like annexation and old-fashioned colonialism, especially in Africa and 
Asia. 

Obviously, Wilson could not have been expected to understand the poten- 
tially ferocious and discriminatory ramifications of self-determination when 
combined with rampant ethnic nationalism. What is disturbing is that he 
does not seem to have seriously contemplated any of the theoretical or practi- 
cal problems his redefinition and reassessment of self-determination entailed, 
nor did he ever acknowledge the obvious revolutionary implications of self- 
determination, as Lenin and Trotsky did. To the contrary, he favored achieving 
self-determination only “slowly through legal processes.” One of the few com- 
ments he made indicating that his concept of self-determination might have 
gotten out of hand came toward the end of 1919 ina written statement he sent 
to Congress: “When I gave utterance to those words [that all nations had a 
right to self-determination], I said them without the knowledge that nationali- 
ties existed, which are coming to us day after day.” By that time Wilson’s mind 
was so stroke-disabled there was little he could do to remedy the out-of-control 
postwar minority claims to nationhood. The genie was out of the bottle, and 
there was no stopping the ethnic chauvinism of the interwar years. Wilson had 
not created the “over-exciting feeling of nationality” that World War I set in 
motion, but as the Italian foreign minister summed it up: “Perhaps America 
fostered it by putting the principles so clearly.” 8 

It must be remembered that there are few events in recorded history that 
actually have caused ruptures in the much-touted seamless chronological web 
of humankind. The First World War is usually cited as one of these singular 
historical events. It has been referred to as the “irredeemably stupid fatality 
that governed so much of the twentieth [century],” and as “nothing less than 
the greatest error in modern history.” That catastrophe, which began in August 
1914, marked the end of the “Concert of Europe” alliance system and the down- 
fall of four empires: the Habsburg, Hohenzollern, Romanov, and Ottoman. The 
outbreak and outcome of this first global war set in motion “mass violence on 
a scale that dwarfs all previous centuries.”? 

Another aspect of the historical fissure represented by World War I was the 
“seismic shift in the definition of self-determination,” which, ironically, con- 
tributed to the most murderous aspects of the rest of the twentieth century 
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by encouraging ethnic, religious, tribal, and refugee strife. As the century pro- 
gressed, improvements in mass communications disseminated barbaric scenes 
to the world at an increasingly rapid pace until they are now available twenty- 
four hours a day, further undermining ethical standards by inuring people to 
violence.'° Wilson could not have anticipated the barbarism set in motion by 
World War I as he took the United States into it with great optimism and 
naivete to “make the world safe for democracy,” placing undue confidence in 
the positive nature of self-determination and American exceptionalism. 


Wilson at Versailles 


For a variety of reasons, therefore, Wilson set a precedent at the Paris Peace 
Conference for how not to end a war — an unfortunate one that would be 
followed by FDR (at Yalta) and Eisenhower (Korea) and Nixon (Vietnam) 
and Bush, Sr. (the first Gulf War), Clinton (Bosnia and Kosovo), and Bush, Jr. 
(Iraq). In Wilson’s case, he simply proved not as interested in the details of 
terminating the First World War as he was in those that pertained to abstract 
principles about how the peace should be structured to prevent future wars. 

For example, in January 1918, in a private conversation with his close 
friend and adviser Colonel Edward M. House, he said he had decided that 
general terms of the peace should take precedence over specific territorial 
adjustments. Despite his numerous moralistic public pronouncements about 
self-determination and the fact that his famous Fourteen Points, which House 
had helped him draft, addressed some very specific territorial issues, at Versailles 
Wilson relegated them to secondary status. Instead, he subordinated the idea 
of honoring new nations based on self-determination to global peace because 
he believed that the world was on “the eve of a great consummation” and that 
he, as one of the Presbyterian elect, was uniquely positioned to bring it about 
through the Covenant of the League of Nations. (He had written about a world 
federation as early as 1887.) While “only the elect could be saved for eternity, 
he thought it his Christian duty to save the world temporally.” "> Ironically, this 
theological version of international politics led him to slip into Faustian bar- 
gains at Versailles that belied his much-publicized conversion to, and conviction 
about, peoples’ right to choose how and where they should be governed. 

At no point at the Paris Peace Conference did Wilson focus on the specific 
national conflicts of interests represented by the secret pre-war treaties and how 
the break-up of the Ottoman, Russian, and Austro-Hungarian empires could 
be practically resolved without sowing more seeds of minority and majority 
discord within newly created or reshaped nations. It is worth noting that there 
were three waves of state fragmentation in the twentieth century: the first after 
World War I, the second after World War II, and the third at the end of the 
Cold War. All involved the thorny question of minority rights. 

Not only were national minority questions beyond solution when put in the 
hands of experts in 1919 because of the ethnic heterogeneity of Central and 
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Eastern Europe, the adoption of Wilson’s vague principle of self-determination 
into the Versailles peace settlement proved its Achilles heel because it was never 
applied to Germany even though thousands of Germans did not live within the 
Reich at the end of the war. Had self-determination actually been applied even- 
handedly, Germany would have gained territory after being defeated instead 
of losing 13 percent of its territory and ro percent of its population. Thus, 
the large numbers of Germans living in Austria and Poland, in particular, were 
denied the self-determination granted to other national groups, and hundreds 
of thousands of Turks, Greeks, and Germans were involuntarily “repatriated” 
in the first half of the 1920s." 

To compound matters, the most disputed clause in the Treaty of Versailles, 
requiring that Germany pay not only indemnity for damages but also repara- 
tions, was rationalized in the name of Wilson’s Fourteen Points. The president 
assigned John Foster Dulles to draft what became Article 231, which placed 
responsibility for the war on Germany and which the Germans immediately 
dubbed the “war guilt clause.” At the time Dulles thought he had come up with 
a compromise satisfying British and French demands for reparations, while pro- 
tecting Germany from unlimited payments with Article 232. The treaties with 
Austria and Hungary contained similar clauses, but only in Germany did they 
exacerbate postwar German nationalism and that country’s sense of being mis- 
treated by the international community in the 1920s and 1930s. Germans came 
to believe that they had been betrayed by Wilson, in whom they had placed 
hope for terms less severe than those in the 1919 armistice agreement. "4 


Wilson as Armenia’s Only Hope 


Wilson’s most personal and detailed participation in the Versailles territorial 
adjustment process came with his agreement to determine the boundaries of 
the newly established and vulnerable state of Armenia. Armenians had not 
figured in international diplomacy until the 1878 Treaty of Berlin ending the 
Russian-Turkish War. As a result, Serbia, Rumania, and Montenegro became 
independent of Turkey and Bulgaria became autonomous, but the previous 
Russian guarantee of reforms in Armenian areas was withdrawn when this 
territory was returned to Turkish control, ostensibly under British supervision. 
This set the stage for the Turks to take out their imperial frustrations against 
the Armenians, whose nationalism had grown by this time and who assumed 
they would be protected by the Treaty of Berlin. "5 

The result was the 1894-96 Armenian massacre, in which 300,000 perished 
even though the Armenian revolutionaries asked Europe to honor the Treaty 
of Berlin and intervene. Then, in 1908, after the Young Turks (Ittihadists) 
overthrew Sultan Abdul Hamit[d] and reintroduced the 1876 Constitution, 
things momentarily looked hopeful for the Armenian nationalists, who tem- 
porarily supported the Young Turks — not realizing that their two nationalisms 
were incompatible. The Young Turk government degenerated into dictatorship 
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and killed another 30,000 Armenians. By 1914 there had been no European 
intervention, but because of repeated protests the Young Turks agreed to a 
reform plan under which the European inspector generals and a European 
police force would supervise six semiautonomous Armenian provinces. The 
outbreak of World War I voided this scheme, and by the end of that conflict 
the Young Turks had put to death 1.5 million Armenians (one in three of this 
ethnic group) through executions, forced deportation marches, torture, and 
starvation. ‘© 

Although in a May 24, 1915, joint declaration the Allies condemned the 
Armenian genocide as it began, they sadly repeated the past and refused to inter- 
vene either to prevent the killings or even to prosecute and punish the Turkish 
leaders responsible for them. Ironically, the 1915 joint declaration remains his- 
torically important because it originated the phrase “crimes... against human- 
ity and civilization.” As a result of previous Armenian massacres and out of 
guilt for not intervening during the genocide of 1915-18, the Allies proclaimed 
the creation of the Armenian Republic on May 28, 1918. The state existed for 
two years before it was absorbed by both Turkey and Russia. 

As early as December 1917 several of the president’s informal advisers rec- 
ommended that Armenia become autonomous not simply because of Turk- 
ish “oppression and misrule,” but also to prevent Germany from obtaining a 
direct economic route from Constantinople to China after the war. There is no 
indication that Wilson read the American policy paper until the beginning of 
1918. However, after Lord Robert Cecil supported this economic argument in 
a December 1917 confidential memorandum to Wilson, the president approv- 
ingly passed it on to Secretary of State Robert Lansing. In 1919, a famine broke 
out among Armenians who had survived the genocide of 1915-18, and this high- 
lighted the need to take action that was both humanitarian and anti-Bolshevik. 
Wilson apparently became convinced that “force cannot stop it [communism] 
but food can!” Documents from this period make it clear that, among certain 
American advisers and the British, economic and ideological considerations 
ranked as high as humanitarian ones for establishing an anticommunist Arme- 
nian nation.'7 Wilson, however, did not appear to place economics as high as 
human rights when thinking about the creation of an independent Armenian 
state, although by 1919 the fear of Bolshevism gave the president an additional 
reason to favor it. 

The president first expressed personal concern over the plight of the Arme- 
nians when the British in August 1919 proposed withdrawing their troops near 
the borders of the new state for which they had acted as protectors. Writing 
on August 12 to Senator John Sharp Williams (D-MS), a strong Armenian sup- 
porter, Wilson said that the outrages against them were 


more terrible, I believe, than history ever before witnessed, so heartbreaking indeed that 
I have found it impossible to hold my spirits steady enough to read accounts of them. I 
wish with all my heart that Congress and the county could assent to our assuming the 
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trusteeship for Armenia and going to the help of those suffering people in an effective 
way. 


Yet a few days later he wrote in another private letter that 


it is manifestly impossible for us, at any rate in the present temper of the Congress, to 
send American troops there, much as I should like to do so, and I am making every 
effort, both at London and at Paris, to induce the British to change their military plans 
in that quarter [Batum], but I must say the outlook is not hopeful, and we are at our 
wits’ ends what to do."® 


Since the United States had not, as an “Associated Power” in World War I, 
declared war against Turkey, it had no standing in the postwar discussions about 
the disposal of Arab lands. Granted, the twelfth of Wilson’s Fourteen Points 
had promised that “the Turkish portions of the present Ottoman Empire should 
be assured secure sovereignty, but the other nationalities which are now under 
Turkish rule should be assured an undoubted security of like and an absolutely 
unmolested opportunity of autonomous development.” Not until years later 
did it become known that all of the Middle East had been the subject of a secret 
U.S. government document created as a result of a stalemate among members 
of the Council of Four at Paris over how to divide portions of the former 
Ottoman Empire. Once France, Britain, and Italy accepted Wilson’s proposal 
for a neutral inter-Allied commission to talk with local inhabitants in Syria, 
Palestine, and Turkey, he promptly appointed two Americans — Henry King 
and Charles Crane. The other three countries did not appoint any delegates, so 
it became Wilson’s Commission of Inquiry into the Middle East, and only King 
and Crane with nine American technical advisers visited the disputed areas. 
Wilson also thought that by having King and Crane speak with Palestinians they 
could mollify Arab hostility toward Zionist plans for a Jewish state. There was 
much need for mollification because the establishment of a Jewish state where 
few Jews actually lived violated the normal application of Wilson’s “numerical 
self-determination.” '? 

The King—Crane Commission returned a surprisingly even-handed report on 
August 28, 1919, saying that Palestinian Arabs were “emphatically against the 
entire Zionist program,” and concluding that the Council of Four should rec- 
ommend that Jewish immigration be limited and that the Jews should give up 
the idea of a homeland in Palestine. It also recommended mandate rule for all 
regions in Turkey; a unified Armenian state, with the United States to assume 
a mandate over the new nation; an international protectorate for Constantino- 
ple under the authority of the League of Nations; autonomy for the Smyrna 
Greeks; and the unification of Mesopotamia under an English mandate. With 
recommendations such as these, it is not surprising that the King—Crane Com- 
mission’s report went unheeded at the Paris Peace Conference as France and 
England proceeded to honor their pre-war agreements on the Middle East. 
Moreover, the United States kept the King—-Crane report a secret until 1922. 
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In all likelihood, Wilson never read the secret report because he had already 
returned to the United States, and it officially arrived at the White House in 
September after his stroke.*° 

After the Senate finally defeated U.S. entrance into the League of Nations on 
March 19, 1920, Wilson’s aides indicated that he would rely on the recommen- 
dations of the committee of experts in mediating the boundaries of the new 
republic. In May, at the urging of then Senator Warren Harding, the Senate 
unanimously passed an innocuous resolution supporting Armenian indepen- 
dence that referred to the “deplorable conditions of insecurity, starvation, and 
misery” of that people. Congress also authorized sending a battleship to protect 
American lives and property at Batum, which by then was a port of Georgia 
and where the Armenians needed help against Turkish forces.*! 

In response, the White House unexpectedly sent a message asking Congress 
to follow up this legislation by permitting a U.S. mandate over Armenia. Repub- 
lican Senators dismissed the president’s request out of hand in June, along with 
several other Democratic mandate resolutions. Still, the Armenian situation 
remained in limbo until November 20, 1920, when the president of the League 
Council informed Wilson that it had passed a resolution, not requesting that 
the United States reconsider accepting a mandate, but rather suggesting that 
the United States offer its good offices to try to settle the hostilities in Armenia 
as soon as possible. In light of congressional action back in May and June, Sec- 
retary of State Bainbridge Colby nonetheless advised Wilson in no uncertain 
terms that “unless you exercise your moral authority it would almost seem that 
there is no way to avert the fate that hangs over Armenia.” On November 30, 
Wilson sent a reply to the League of Nations written by Colby saying in part, 
“I am without authorization to offer or employ military forces of the United 
States in any project for the relief of Armenia. . . . I am willing . . . to use my good 
offices and to proffer my personal mediation through a representative whom 
I may designate to end the hostilities now being waged against the Armenian 
people.” In December, Wilson pleaded in vain with Congress to make a loan to 
“the struggling Government of Armenia. ..as was made to several of the Allied 
Governments during the war.” However, he wanted the money supervised by 
a U.S. commissioner so that it would not further “revolutionary tendencies,” 
reflecting his lingering fear of Communism taking hold in the area. Later that 
same month, Wilson appointed the former ambassador to Turkey (1914-16), 
Henry Morgenthau, to discuss the situation with the various parties involved. 
As ambassador, Morgenthau had been outspokenly pro-Armenian and later 
pessimistically wrote in his memoirs in 1919 that “I am confident that the 
whole history of the human race contains no such horrible episode as this. 
The great massacres and persecutions of the past seem almost insignificant 
when compared with the sufferings of the Armenian race... . [it is the planned] 
destruction of a race.” >> 

Typically, the president vacillated about whether the United States should 
send U.S. troops to protect the Armenian Republic and/or assume guardianship 
over the new nation. The very first action item proposed at the Versailles Peace 
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Conference was for the United States to assume a mandate for Armenia. While 
campaigning for the League in the fall of r919 before his paralyzing stroke, 
Wilson mentioned the Armenian situation only twice, and in neither statement 
did he advocate accepting either an American mandate for Armenia or the 
sending of American troops to protect the new state. In August 1920 Armenia 
signed the Treaty of Sevres, which recognized its independence. However, the 
Turkish nationalists never accepted this treaty because it had been signed by the 
beleaguered sultan, and so it was never officially ratified. The terms from their 
point of view were draconian because the treaty stripped Turkey of all its Arab 
lands, and in keeping with secret arrangements among the Allies it assigned 
Palestine, Transjordan, and Mesopotamia to Britain and Syria and Lebanon to 
France. At the first meeting of the League of Nations in the fall of 1920, the 
Assembly discussed admitting Armenia to membership. Later that same year 
when Wilson pressed the Senate to support both Armenian independence and a 
U.S. mandate over the country, it was too little, too late in the face of increased 
domestic partisan opposition that developed in the protracted national debate 
over the League of Nations.*3 

Wilson’s poor health probably explains most of his ambivalence over Arme- 
nia, while political rivalry explains the change in Republican sympathy for the 
Armenian cause that had originally been led by Theodore Roosevelt and Henry 
Cabot Lodge. Even had his health held up, it is unlikely that the United States 
would have shouldered either responsibility for Armenia that the president had 
suggested. By the time he (or rather his aides) accepted an invitation from the 
Supreme Council of the League of Nations to arbitrate its boundaries, he had 
been stricken and could not follow the details the experts ultimately sent him. 
It is John Milton Cooper’s opinion that Wilson should have stepped down as 
president because he was incapable of carrying out the functions of his office 
at one of the most crucial times in the history of U.S. foreign policy.*4 In retro- 
spect, Armenia represented one of many, and possibly the most iconic, of the 
casualties of Wilson’s incapacity because its ramifications continue to echo into 
the twenty-first century. 

When the League held its first official meeting in Geneva on November 15, 
1920, the disabled president was bitter toward the major powers he had worked 
with to create the international organization because he now accused them of 
wanting to use it to guarantee unjust colonial and other settlements and renewed 
militarism. On November 17 he relayed through his wife, Edith Bolling Galt, 
that he was not ready to consider the Treaty of Sèvres with Turkey recogniz- 
ing the independence of Armenia until he was stronger. But within weeks the 
nationalist Turkish leader Mustafa Kemal (Ataturk) rejected the treaty that the 
sultan had signed and the Kemalists, and Bolsheviks began dividing up the new 
nation. When, on November 22, Wilson finally indicated what he thought the 
boundaries of the new state should be, the Republic of Armenia was only a few 
weeks away from being partitioned by Turkey and Russia in violation of the 
Treaty of Sevres, even though the second and third Assemblies of the League 
had discussed a national homeland for the Armenians and passed a resolution 


56 A Faustian Foreign Policy 


recommending that this be considered in the negotiations taking place at Lau- 
sanne. None of the Great Powers would guarantee with force even the reduced 
borders for the Armenian state recommended by Wilson.*5 

On July 24, 1923, the Treaty of Lausanne officially replaced the defunct 
Treaty of Sevres. It recognized the new nationalist Republic of Turkey with- 
out mentioning that there had ever been an Armenian genocide and without 
establishing rights or a homeland for the Armenians, who, according to the 
new nationalist Turkish leader Mustafa Kemal (Ataturk), had already been 
“liquidated;” that is, they had been killed or expelled. In fact, by that time there 
were fewer than 100,000 Armenians living in Turkey, and there was no clause 
in the treaty protecting minorities. This treaty only guaranteed protection, not 
privileges, let alone equality, to three non-Muslim communities — Jewish, Greek 
Orthodox, and Armenian - who were called “indigenous foreigners.” From that 
point forward, the official position of the Turkish government has been to deny 
that any genocide took place through the manipulation of documents and the 
claim that Armenians were killed as traitors during wartime as a military neces- 
sity. And for the most part, from that time to the present Western nations have 
allowed Turkey to make this denial with impunity and to discriminate against 
other minority groups such as the Alewites and Kurds.*° 

Woodrow Wilson died the following February, and for all intents and pur- 
poses official recognition of the first genocide of the twentieth century died 
with him, only to be revived just before Hitler invaded Poland in 1939 when he 
told his military commanders: “Who after all, speaks today of the annihilation 
of the Armenians?...The world believes in success alone.” Although Presi- 
dents Theodore Roosevelt, William Howard Taft, Wilson, Warren G. Harding, 
Herbert Hoover, Jimmy Carter, and even Ronald Reagan all acknowledged the 
Armenian genocide and said it deserved official public recognition by the United 
States, none has taken place.*7 


Wilson and Intervention into Russia 


While the postwar Armenian situation cried out for humanitarian intervention 
on behalf of minority rights that did not materialize, the Allied powers did 
intervene in Russia. In this case Wilson’s position on minority rights combined 
with his fear of Communism abroad because he thought the latter might infect 
African-Americans and other hyphenate-Americans at home. So his domestic 
racism and ethnocentrism fed his anti-Communism.** For example, in a speech 
on May 21, 1919, he implied that support of guarantees for national minorities 
could fragment Europe into nonviolable, discontented ethnic groups, which 
would at best threaten peace and at worst foment tiny multiple mini-Bolshevik 
revolutions in Europe. Yet by September 1919, on his western tour to garner 
support for ratification of the Treaty of Versailles, he told a group in Montana 
that only the League of Nations could provide an “alternative to Bolshevism 
that was threatening to spread from Russia across western Europe to the United 
States.” He continued to view Bolshevism as an “infectious poison,” and to 
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assert that even the United States was “not immune” to this disease. Addi- 
tionally, his anti-Bolshevik rhetoric fanned the flames of what was emerging 
as the first “Red Scare” in the United States. By that time, however, Ameri- 
can troops had been deployed in northern Russia and Siberia for over a year 
and would not be withdrawn until early 1920, in a military action that Wilson 
pretended was neither anti-Bolshevik nor in violation of the principles of self- 
determination.*? 

Wilson and his defenders have touted the commitment of American troops 
to the port cities of Archangel, Murmansk, and Valdivostok as primarily a 
humanitarian intervention on behalf of the stranded Czech Legion, who just 
happened to be fighting local Soviet factions in Siberia. In casting about for why 
he had authorized this invasion he at one point toyed with the idea of explaining 
it to Congress in terms of preserving an Open Door to the Siberian and Chinese 
Eastern Railway. However, he never publicly endorsed this argument, even 
though the British and French pressured him to intervene to counter the threat of 
Japanese expansion in Siberia. While there is no denying that all foreign troops 
ended up supporting anti-Bolshevik forces in the Russian civil war, Wilson 
rationalized his cooperation with the Allied Expeditionary Force in Russia (a 
military action he had originally opposed) as furthering the moral purposes of 
both democracy and self-determination. Again, the president’s good intentions 
were outweighed by the actual results and contradicted his original insistence 
that he did not want to see the former Russian empire dismembered. Why not, 
since this would have been in keeping with democratic self-determination??° 

The answer is complicated by the fact that Wilson first excluded Russia 
from the self-determination clauses of his Fourteen Points address because he 
wanted to keep the country in the war on the side of the Allies. He also feared 
that the Allies, particularly France and England, intended to divide Russia into 
their respective spheres of influence and that Germany had similar designs on 
Russia’s western border. He also hoped that keeping the former Russian empire 
together would neutralize Japan’s expansionist designs in Siberia and Sakhalin. 
Unfortunately, the Wilson administration’s aid to the provisional government in 
the spring and summer of 1917 was “too little and too late,” and in general his 
policy toward Russia was characteristically unfocused, indecisive, and never 
clearly articulated or implemented. Finally, as indicated, he had become so 
fearful of Communism that by the time the Allies convened in Paris he had 
decided that the Bolsheviks could not (or should not) unite the country.3" 

While historians have long debated the complex reasons for America’s reluc- 
tant intervention into Siberia and whether it produced positive or negative 
results, the latest research leaves no doubt about the secret ways in which Wilson 
implemented earlier actions (many of them economic) against the Bolsheviks 
by proxy. Granted, Wilson’s second and third secretaries of state were prob- 
ably more aggressively anti-Bolshevik than he was. Nonetheless, he accepted 
Lansing’s unofficial nonrecognition of the Russian Soviet Federated Socialist 
Republics (the USSR’s name until 1922) in a December 4, 1917, memorandum. 
Later he approved Secretary Bainbridge Colby’s August 10, 1920, statement to 
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the Italian ambassador that officially established the nonrecognition policy of 
the United States.3* 

The “Colby Note” insisted that the American refusal to recognize the revo- 
lutionary government “had nothing to do with any political or social structure” 
that the Russians might adopt in the future. Instead, it reflected the belief that 
“the existing regime in Russia is based upon the negation of every principle of 
honor and good faith and every usage and convention underlying the whole 
structure of international law — the negation, in short, of every principle upon 
which it is possible to base harmonious and trustful relations.” Most signif- 
icantly, Colby’s statement specifically opposed the dismemberment of Russia 
by reiterating that the United States would not recognize the independence of 
the “so-called Republics of Georgia and Azerbaijan” because this violated the 
“territorial integrity and true boundaries... of the former Russian empire.” So 
once again the Wilson administration backed away from the president’s procla- 
mations on behalf of self-determination. In this instance ideology prevailed over 
principle, and for the next thirteen years the United States would stand firm 
against recognizing the Soviet Union. Noteworthy, however, is that the “Colby 
Note” did not cite economic issues such as nationalization of property in the 
USSR as a reason for nonrecognition, leaving the “door open for future trade 
relations without formal recognition” — an opening that some American busi- 
nessmen would pursue in the 1920s. 

With hindsight it is possible to speculate that had the United States strictly 
applied self-determination during the Russian civil war — that is, recognized 
the small European portion of Russia then controlled by the Bolsheviks in 
1920 — that non-Communist countries might have developed on its shrunken 
boarders, ultimately depriving the revolutionary leaders of essential valuable 
resources so important to the development and power of the Soviet Union. 
But in the end Wilson vacillated on applying self-determination to Russia and 
instead ideologically held out for the country’s ancient boundaries without the 
Bolsheviks, and so the “United States pursued a policy that resulted in the loss 
of the entire nation to Western political and economic traditions.” Similarly, 
according to Norman E. Saul, Wilson really wanted Russia to become a clone 
of the United States, even though this was a delusional expectation at the time, 
and consequently “failure to solve the Russian problem damaged severely any 
hopes to realize the American Wilsonian goal of a democratic world protected 
by a powerful League of Nations. The legacy of this failure would shape much 
of the international history of the twentieth century.” *4 


Wilson and the Rights of Other Minorities 


While guarantees for minorities stemmed logically from Wilson’s endorsement 
of self-determination, Russia was not the only country in which his stubborn 
diplomatic idealism failed. Belatedly realizing that not all national minorities 
could be independent without creating chaos in Europe, he settled for less than 
minority groups at home or abroad were happy with. Although he initially 
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proposed that protection of minority rights be included in the Covenant of the 
League, both his original Articles VI and XIX, dealing with national minorities 
and “prohibiting or interfering with the free exercise of religion,” were dropped. 
Wilson quickly forsook the one on national minorities once the Japanese rep- 
resentative, Baron Makino, proposed that equality of treatment should extend 
to both race and religion. In the end, the World War I victors relegated the pro- 
tection of national, religious, and racial minorities to a package of treaties that 
were not part of Treaty of Versailles peace settlement. Eight minority treaties 
were signed between June 1919 and July 1923 —all with slightly different and 
contradictory provisions and all proving unenforceable during the interwar 
years.’ 

Thus, despite the fact that self-determination became embodied in Wilson’s 
Fourteen Points and League of Nations Covenant, the principle largely miscar- 
ried in practical terms when it came to protecting the rights of minorities from 
majority discrimination within newly created national boundaries or through 
bilateral treaties coming out of the Versailles or the League’s mandate system. 
Most of these territorial and treaty agreements ultimately came to represent 
“the principle of national self-determination deferred,” in part due to German 
manipulation of the League’s Committee on New States and the inherently 
racist and anti-Communist views of the major Western nations, including the 
United States, following World War I.*° The most prominent and important 
of these minority treaties was the Polish one, and it became the model for the 
others. After it faltered and failed in the 1920s and 1930s, the world commu- 
nity abandoned this entire bilateral treaty approach to protecting minorities 
following the Second World War. 

After Wilson failed to give minority rights (in terms of both race and religion) 
universal stature in the Covenant of the League of Nations, the British view 
prevailed. This meant that the question of national and racial minorities would 
be settled with multi- and bilateral treaties signed with the Allied Associated 
Powers. As a result, the fate of 25 to 30 million minorities in Central and Eastern 
Europe was left outside of the Versailles peace settlement and represented only 
a minor part of the procedures set up under the League — largely through the 
Committee on Minorities. The League did not guarantee any of these treaties — 
unlike the mandate system. Nonetheless, the creation of the Committee on 
Minorities temporarily created a “new international minorities system.” >” 

The minority rights and border dispute in which President Wilson became 
most publicly entangled involved Italy. Again, he can be seen to manipulate his 
stated principle of self-determination when it came to Italian demands for terri- 
tory along the Adriatic. He initially and very publicly opposed Italy’s acquiring 
a boundary in the South Tyrol as far north as the Brenner Pass because the 
population there was 85 percent German-speaking. His position seemed invi- 
olable, since the ninth of his Fourteen Points stated that Italy’s frontier should 
be adjusted “along clearly recognizable lines of nationality.” Yet despite several 
reports by his own experts in Paris indicating that both Germans and Yugoslavs 
would suffer if the Brenner Pass became Italy’s northern boundary, Wilson 
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conceded to the Italians “before the Conference formally opened” in order to 
secure their support for the League of Nations. By the end of the war, Italy had 
switched to the Allied side and thus was considered a victorious power. So it did 
not have to sign a minority rights treaty as did the defeated powers. Although 
Italy promised to honor limited cultural and linguistic rights for the German 
and Slavic peoples it had acquired, after Benito Mussolini came into power in 
1922 he voided these guaranteed rights and established a “de-nationalization” 
program designed to “Italianize” the South Tyrol.’ 

The Nazis reached an agreement with Italy in 1939 allowing for the South 
Tyrolese to return to Germany if they were willing to give up their homeland, 
but the Second World War interrupted this resettlement movement and South 
Tyrol, despite Austrian protests, remained in Italy’s hands at the end of that 
conflict. Their disagreement did not end with the signing of the Agreement 
of 1946 detailing the rights of the German-speaking population, which Italy 
only minimally tried to implement with the Autonomy Statute of 1948. As a 
result, Austria complained to the UN. This prompted Italy to adopt in 1970 
another Autonomy Statute amending the 1948 one. Even then, it took the 
United Nations until 1992 to finally conclude that Italy was at last in compliance 
with the 1946 document and for Austria to withdraw its complaints. Since 
then, other bilateral agreements protecting minority rights have been signed 
with nations emerging from the former Soviet Union based on the success of 
the Italian-Australian one, which took over fifty years to settle.3? 

The original United Nations Charter did not include any clauses address- 
ing the group rights of minorities. Instead, the minority question was “de- 
internationalized” after 1945 and replaced by a system based on the universal 
recognition of human rights rather than the rights of specific minorities. This 
meant the substitution of individual for collective or group rights. Victorious 
powers after the Second World War did not want minorities as a group to 
become an international question again and threaten peace and security as it 
had after the First World War. So twelve million Germans were transferred from 
Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary, and seven million Poles, Czechs, Slo- 
vaks, and Ukrainians were returned to their native lands, leaving Europe with 
national minorities representing “less than 3 percent of its total population.” 
Such demographic dislocation raised the ethical question, largely unaddressed 
by the international community, of the humanity of “forced repatriation.” The 
United Nations buried the model represented by the Polish treaty during the 
Cold War, but its record on protecting minority rights has not been that much 
better than the League’s.*° However, bilateral treaties protecting minority rights 
have come back into vogue since the end of the Cold War. 


Ubiquitous Wilsonianism 


Because of Wilson’s inability or stubborn refusal to separate his own excep- 
tionalist and idealist views from the Faustian aspects of his foreign policy 
at Versailles, a plethora of definitions for Wilsonianism have materialized 
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since 1920. What is “normal” Wilsonianism remains contested today. For 
some, it is “inspiring liberal internationalism” based on adherence to self- 
determination and nonintervention; for others, Wilsonianism is “the exem- 
plar of humanitarian intervention around the world,” making U.S. foreign pol- 
icy a paragon of carefully defined and restricted use of force. Accordingly, 
Amos Perlmutter says that Wilsonianism consists of “liberal internationalism, 
self-determination, nonintervention, humanitarian intervention... [yet it is at 
one and the same time] anti-revolutionary, capitalist, pacifist in nature, and 
exceptionalist . . . [supporting] free, open borders, open diplomacy, and collec- 
tive security.” 4 

Yet Frank Ninkovich, who has written an entire book called The Wilso- 
nian Century, does not define the term in this manner. While he underscores 
the interventionist nature of Wilsonianism, he denies that it had much, if any, 
applicability in the interwar years (or, it should be noted, in the post-Cold War 
period before September 11) because his version of Wilsonian interventionism 
states that it works only in crisis situations, such as the First World War or 
the Cold War, not during times of relative peace such as the 1920s or 1930s 
or in the 1990s. Ninkovich’s definition of Wilsonianism is based on the idea 
that however traditional Wilson’s foreign policy views may have been before 
World War I, that global conflict changed his ideas dramatically. So Ninkovich 
believes that Wilson came to the following conclusions about modern war 
before most other international leaders did. He realized that total, modern 
war (1) could not be used as a reliable, contained instrument of diplomacy; (2) 
created a danger beyond mere physical conflict because it could lead nations 
to be hostile toward liberal democracy; and (3) had made traditional balance- 
of-power arrangements obsolete. (Interestingly, Ninkovich does not include 
self-determination in his definition of Wilsonianism.)** While all this sounds 
well and good, Ninkovich and most other scholars who defend Wilson’s per- 
spicaciousness have ignored the less desirable features of his legacy. 

In other words, as discussed in the Introduction, there was a good or positive 
brand of Wilsonianism and a bad or less desirable one. The good one (and the 
one most mythologized) concentrates on liberal capitalistic internationalism 
based on free trade, self-determination, international organization, and collec- 
tive security. Negative Wilsonianism, which simultaneously fostered the most 
extreme aspects of the foreign policy ideology of the United States, consisted of 
an ingrained racism, suspicion of nationalist revolutions, unilateral interven- 
tionism, and blind anti-Communism, and, in the cases of the Russian revolution 
and the Middle East, foreshadowed a good deal of diplomatic secrecy. Wilson 
also set a presidential precedent for deceiving the American public by manipu- 
lating the media with aphoristic slogans. For example, he refused to admit that 
his policy between 1914 and 1917 was not neutral toward the warring powers 
in Europe and that he had covertly opposed the Bolsheviks before formally 
deciding to intervene in Siberia. Even after committing American troops there 
and earlier in Mexico, the Caribbean, and Central America, the president some- 
how convinced himself (and most of his successors in the Oval Office would do 
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likewise) that these kinds of interventions were really so well-intentioned that 
they could not be questioned and that they did not contradict his proclaimed 
support for the self-determination and national sovereignty of such nations. 
In fact, Wilson gave credence to the illogical diplomatic idea that when the 
United States intervenes in foreign countries, it somehow is not interfering with 
their sovereignty because the action is for their own good. The Byzantine rela- 
tionship between promoting democracy at home and abroad and economic or 
military interventions into the affairs of other nations remains the most lasting 
of the conundrums Wilson bequeathed to future presidents — one that remains 
unresolved and more unbridled than ever since September r1. 

This negative legacy of Wilsonianism skewed the most humane intentions 
of U.S. foreign policy following both the First and Second World Wars as 
demonstrated by this review of the most important original component of 
Wilsonianism: the concept of self-determination. Wilson’s manipulation of this 
concept probably remains the best example of ideology turning a reasonable 
nineteenth-century principle into a formidable myth about U.S. foreign policy — 
a myth that gained momentum during the rest of twentieth century. Until his 
presidency, this concept had not been acted upon to any significant degree by 
premodern presidents. After he left office, it became a mantra and justification 
for action on the part of all modern presidents during the Cold War and remains 
one today. 

But both self-determination and the traditional idea of sovereignty upon 
which it rests cry out to be redefined following the end of the Cold War-a task 
the country has yet to undertake, in part because Wilson’s legacy of liberal 
capitalist internationalism, however flawed in theory and practice, became the 
basis of post-World War II foreign policy. For almost fifty years American 
policy formulators paid little attention to promoting democracy or recognizing 
legitimate anticolonial and nationalist claims of newly emerging nations unless 
they sided with the United States in the Cold War against the Soviet Union. 
The Cold War also contributed to the creation of the imperial presidency as 
Congress gradually conceded diplomatic power to the executive branch. Thus, 
with the help of Cold War ideological propaganda, successive administrations 
reinforced the public’s mythical belief about the American commitment to the 
nineteenth-century foreign policy concepts of self-determination, free trade as 
a means for promoting peace, and global cooperation.*3 

Wilson’s liberal-capitalist internationalism has been both praised as creating 
“world views that shaped American foreign policy for the remainder of the 
century” and condemned for creating a “confusion of purpose ...made worse 
by loose phraseology ... [with] phrases such as... ‘self-determination’ . . . freely 
bandied about without clear definition of their meaning.”*+ While neither 
extreme view of Wilsonianism is absolutely correct, each contains a strong 
element of truth that continues to drive historians crazy when they analyze its 
short- and long-term influence on U.S. foreign policy. In particular, his ambigu- 
ous definition of self-determination left many questions for future generations 
to resolve, among them: How much secret foreign policy and hyperbolic diplo- 
matic rhetoric in the form of misleading slogans can (or should) a democracy 
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support? When governments created through popular sovereignty later decide 
to deny freedom and basic civil and political rights to all or some of their 
minority citizens, should other nations undertake humanitarian interventions? 

Another aspect of Wilson’s legacy has to do with economics. It is often 
overlooked that at the beginning of the First World War, despite an existing 
recession, the United States already had a larger economy than any other nation. 
At that time Germany and England were the major trading partners of the 
United States, and these two nations were also each others’ best customers. 
So much for the pre-1914 theory that nations trading with each other would 
not fight one another. Nevertheless, this primitive type of pre-war globalization 
based on the economic interdependence of major nations led many businessman 
and politicians before World War I to believe that international disputes in 
the future would be mediated peacefully. In fact, the U.S. business community 
played a prominent role in the American peace movement before the First 
World War. The outbreak of war in 1914 temporarily discredited the notion that 
commercial relations insured international peace. Instead, interlocking political 
and military alliances among Western nations kicked in and “disrupted the first 
international economy [the world had known] and set back the globalization 
process for two generations.”45 

Just as Wilson promoted self-determination at Versailles without completely 
understanding its potential to create postwar conflict, he also could not have 
known that even though the League of Nations contained the institutions 
necessary for promoting global commercial and financial interdependence, 
it would never fulfill his dream of economic internationalism based on free 
trade and freedom of the seas. This was particularly true after the onset of 
the Great Depression. But before that global economic collapse, leading post- 
war American businessmen and politicians such as Herbert Hoover agreed 
with Wilson that the League provided the means “for eliminating [the most 
economically]... objectionable features of the treaty” and, therefore, could be 
used to promote world peace and democracy through commerce.*° 

While Wilson and certain U.S. business interests may have believed that eco- 
nomic “interdependence compelled international [political] cooperation” and 
advocated removing “all economic barriers,” the other victorious powers at Ver- 
sailles did not. They acceded to the overall structure of the League of Nations 
for international political cooperation but protected their national economic 
interests with colonies, restraints on trade, and insistence on excessive repara- 
tions through specific clauses in the peace treaty. Thus, when the United States 
refused to ratify the Treaty of Versailles, it appeared to turn its back on both 
Wilson’s vision of collective security and his hope that the League would return 
the world to pre-war economic interdependence by overcoming the nationalis- 
tic propensities of the former European Allies. In reality, the defeat of the treaty 
did not mean that the United States retreated to either economic or political iso- 
lationism in the 1920s; it simply began to practice independent internationalism 
as a way to foster its own world power primarily through economic means.47 

Given its economic importance going into, and coming out of, World 
War I, it should not come as a surprise that the United States found that some 
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of its nineteenth-century foreign policy principles were in conflict with its new- 
found position in the world. In fact, only three or the original seven foreign 
policy principles survived the reassessment to which they had been subjected: 
commitment to self-determination, however compromised; international coop- 
eration, which in the previous century had been largely confined to contiguous 
boundary and fishing disputes; and free trade, although the country’s high-tariff 
policy belied its rhetoric on this subject throughout the nineteenth century and 
well into the first third of the twentieth. Until World War I none of the three had 
ever been associated with spreading democracy until they were internationally 
revived as a result of President Wilson’s complex redefinition of, and erratic 
adherence to, these concepts during that conflict, at the Versailles peace negoti- 
ations, and during his unsuccessful attempt to bring the United States into the 
League of Nations in 1919. 

Four other concepts gradually became extinct as postwar American leaders 
in the course of the 1920s and 1930s forsook neutrality (the violation of which 
had led Wilson to declare war on Germay), freedom of the seas, and, to a degree, 
political isolationism, and very definitely continental expansion, because these 
foreign policy principles no longer served the economic or political interests of 
the United States as it became a powerful force on the world scene. As significant 
as these four original diplomatic concepts had been in the nineteenth century, 
only political isolation reemerged in the middle of the 1930s and then died (in 
all but political rhetoric) once the United States entered the Second World War. 

Of the three major remaining foreign policy concepts — commitment to self- 
determination, international cooperation, and free trade — U.S. promotion of 
self-determination following World War I tugged most fervently at politicians’ 
heartstrings because it could much more easily be packaged in the mystique 
of the American Revolution than collective security through the League of 
Nations. 


Wilson’s Legacy of Self-Determination 


Try as it might, the United States logically could not preserve or adhere to all 
of the foreign policy principles it started out with in 1900, especially in the face 
of the first and second sea changes in its economy. But one of these goals — self- 
determination — became a symbolic rallying cry of American diplomacy into 
the twenty-first century. Yet, in reality, the country has traditionally exhibited 
at best a haphazard commitment to this nineteenth-century concept of self- 
determination as it practiced independent or unilateral internationalism, and 
then only when it was in its economic and national security self-interest to 
do so. 

Self-determination as a component of U.S. foreign policy staggered into the 
twentieth century badly wounded. Both the Civil War and the vicious sup- 
pression of Filipinos in the aftermath of the Spanish-American War dealt body 
blows to the concept, and it almost died in the first two decades of the twentieth 
century as the United States began to violate the self-determination of nations 
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in the Western hemisphere from 1900 to 1920. Thus, the McKinley, Roosevelt, 
and Taft administrations suppressed Filipino rebels and Cuban nationalists; TR 
arrogantly appropriated territory from Columbia to build the Panama Canal; 
and Wilson waged war against successive Mexican rebels and militarily inter- 
vened in the Carribean, Central America, and Siberia. 

The Monroe Doctrine justified most of these undertakings. They were also 
encouraged when Secretary of State John Hay proclaimed the Open Door policy 
in a series of diplomatic notes at the end of the nineteenth century. These notes 
consisted of a “dramatic public gesture” meant “to inspire business confidence 
that Washington was more committed than ever before to preserving American 
economic opportunity” in Asia.4* While the Open Door policy (the advocacy 
of equal economic opportunity where the United States faced serious economic 
competition abroad) failed to limit the economic and territorial expansion of 
foreign powers in China, the term became the slogan under which the United 
States pursued economic (and military) expansionism for most of the twentieth 
century, except in those areas of the world where it dominated. In those cases 
it almost always tried to impose a Closed Door policy. By the time the United 
States entered the First World War, it had successfully pursued both the Monroe 
Doctrine and a Closed Door policy in the Caribbean and Central America by 
establishing economic protectorates through force or negotiation, thus blocking 
most meaningful foreign competition. 

By 1920, for example, the United States had acquired protectorates through 
financial supervision and militarily interventions in eight Caribbean and Central 
American countries, and had annexed Puerto Rico and purchased the Virgin 
Islands from Denmark — all in the name of establishing stability to protect 
U.S. property and citizens and at the expense of the self-determination of these 
peoples. These actions, combined with the results of the Spanish-American War, 
produced more diplomatically bold presidents. As a consequence, the United 
States began to “impose its will [more] bluntly” in Central America than in any 
other part of the world.*? 

These first systematic attempts of the United States to become a hegemonic 
power in the Western Hemisphere mirrored the way it had turned its back 
on self-determination for Native Americans and southern secessionists in the 
nineteenth century.Perhaps this was to be expected when it is remembered that 
although the Monroe Doctrine endorsed the concept of self-determination, it 
also implicitly sustained both “soft” and “hard” U.S. approaches to diplomacy 
with Latin America, to use John Vloyantes’s terms. “Soft” power, as opposed to 
“hard” power, is based on noncoercive diplomacy that relies on economic and 
cultural influence, credibility, and reputation, and is implemented by example 
and co-optation rather than by force.°° 

Wilson bequeathed to his successors in the White House the theory that 
self-determination depended upon the amalgamation of nationalism and self- 
government rooted in some form of democracy. Nationality, as Wilson defined 
it, consisted of a vague state of consciousness, a “community of thought,” rather 
than rigid geographical or ethno-religious characteristics as it is more commonly 
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thought of now. He thus blurred the fact that manifestations of nationalism 
have no intrinsic relationship to democratic government by insisting that the 
“peace should rest upon the right of peoples, not the rights of Government — 
the rights of people great or small, weak or powerful — their equal rights to 
freedom and security and self-government.” 5 

These words were reminiscent of what he had said when trying to universal- 
ize the Monroe Doctrine and were in essence at the heart of Wilson’s concept of 
self-determination, but in neither instance did he clarify what he meant by “peo- 
ple,” let alone “community” or “self-government.” He also never indicated 
what he meant by such phrases and statements as “well-defined” nationalism, 
or “autonomous development,” or “the right of those who submit to authority 
to have a voice in their own governments.” Did this mean that nationhood 
should be determined by plebiscites? Should any people who said they were a 
nation be granted their own state? While he asserted that it was “the American 
principle” that “people have the right to live their own lives under governments 
which they themselves choose to set up,” and that “every People should be left 
free to determine its own polity,” Wilson did not think that the Irish nation- 
alists deserved their own state, and initially he did not favor dividing up the 
multinational Austro-Hungarian Empire or Russia. Even his second secretary 
of state, Robert Lansing, no friend of self-determination, noted the glaring con- 
tradiction in Wilson’s thinking about Irish independence, saying that the United 
States “would be, I think, embarrassed in no small degree at the peace table 
by having admitted beforehand the claims of the subject races of the Central 
Powers and Turkey, and by having ignored the claims of the Irish and others 
under the sovereignty of the Entente [Allied] powers.” 5 

As an Anglophile and Presbyterian, Wilson’s anti-Irish sentiments might have 
been understandable at the time. Despite the pressure he faced domestically 
from Irish-Americans to free Ireland from British occupation, he realized that 
his relationship with England during the peace process was more important 
than keeping a domestic hyphenate-American group happy — especially one 
that had supported Germany — although he would rue this decision later in the 
1918 midterm elections and in the battle over the treaty in 1919.53 However, the 
president’s initial reluctance to recognize the national aspirations of the Finns, 
Poles, Czechs, Slovaks, Serbs, Croats, Yugoslavs, Rumanians, Lithuanians, and 
Ukrainians is not really a mystery and perhaps presaged his later compromises 
on minority rights at Versailles. 

In all likelihood these compromises stemmed from the ethnic insensitivity 
and racism Wilson had so clearly evidenced at home against immigrants and 
blacks and against colored peoples in the Philippines, the Caribbean, Mexico, 
and Central America. This nationalistic, anti-self-determination stance was in 
keeping with Wilson’s strong initial indifference, if not outright hostility, to 
minority and ethnic rights as a young man, professor, university president, and 
politician. Until World War I he had exhibited a generally rigid, self-righteous 
attitude toward peoples of color inside and outside the United States and suspi- 
cions about the politics of American immigrants, especially those from southern 
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and eastern Europe who began pouring into the United States in the late nine- 
teenth century. While he publicly moderated his anti-ethnic views when he ran 
for governor of immigrant-populated New Jersey in 1910, he showed little inter- 
est in the rights of ethnic or racial minorities before assuming the presidency, 
and, if anything, his views, especially about hyphenate-Americans, became 
more hostile after war broke out in Europe in 1914. During his campaign 
for reelection as president in 1916, for example, he openly attacked the Poles, 
Italians, and Hungarians for infusing “the poison of disloyalty into the very 
arteries of our national life,” promising to overcome “such creatures of pas- 
sion, disloyalty, and anarchy.” 54 

Despite his domestic anti-ethnic views, Wilson’s idealization of self-determi- 
nation during World War I resonated with the struggles of the new postwar 
nations in the interwar years. Wilson moralistically believed that the war had 
turned the international political tide in the direction of an ethnically pluralistic 
world of democratically elected, self-determined nations. Because the 1920s 
and 1930s proved a disaster for self-determination and minority rights, these 
unresolved issues returned to haunt the world in the 1990s after the end of the 
Cold War and continued into the first decade of the twenty-first century. Once 
again, the legacy of Wilson’s moralism took on exceptionalist and Faustian 
overtones. 


The Faustian Aspects of Prosperity, Depression, and War 


The business groups are the most intelligently class conscious elements in Amer- 
ican Society.... Wealth and talent are at their command. They are inspired by 
an irrepressible enthusiasm and a dogmatic self-righteousness. Can anyone doubt 
but that as the decades of the twentieth century pass by, their influence in the 
molding of policies will continue to be powerfully exerted? . . . But such influences 
should be given weight only in so far as they are in line with the dictates of wise 
statesmanship, taking into consideration the interests of the whole nation. 
Benjamin H. Williams, Economic Foreign Policy of the United States (1929) 


Acting on its unprecedented economic position in the world after World War I, 
the United States expanded internationally in ways that ultimately altered its 
former commitment to some of its nineteenth-century diplomatic principles. For 
example, instead of supporting traditional neutrality (as it had at the outbreak 
of war in Europe in 1914), American leaders no longer defended the rights of 
neutral nations or honored their claims to freedom of the seas as their prede- 
cessors had before the nation became a major naval and economic power. In a 
word, the United States began to act as England had when it ruled the oceans 
and world finance. The Republicans in charge of the White House in the 1920s 
also began to modify the country’s original concept of political isolationism. 
Because the United States became a leading industrial and creditor nation for 
the first time during that decade, politicians and businessmen cooperated in lim- 
iting the country’s practice of traditional isolationism as the country’s political 
and economic interests expanded. The United States also took a strong interest 
in a variety of international problems such as disarmament, the scaling down of 
Allied war debts and German reparations, the outlawing of war, membership 
in the World Court, indirect cooperation with the League of Nations, and the 
quite different postwar anxieties of both Germany and France.* 

Contrary to conventional wisdom, therefore, Republican administrations 
did not retreat to an isolationist stance. Even though the United States did not 
become a member of either the League of Nations or the World Court in the 
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1920s and 1930s, it began to participate in a greater number of international 
conferences on disarmament, peace, and international economic matters than 
ever before and, of course, became a major force behind the creation of the 
United Nations in 1945. So the country’s nineteenth-century commitment to 
international arbitration (which had been particularly noticeable in the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries with its participation in the Hague 
Peace Conferences of 1899 and 1907) continued unabated until the outbreak 
of the Cold War. 

The Kellogg-Briand Pact stands as the most idealistic (and impractical) col- 
lective attempt to ensure peace during those years. But it should not be forgot- 
ten that its supporters also realistically urged greater cooperation between the 
United States and the League of Nations and generally encouraged Wilson’s idea 
of collective security to solve specific international problems. The single most 
important application of the 1928 Kellogg-Briand Pact occurred when it became 
the legal basis for the Nuremberg Trials following World War II, although the 
United States also invoked it during the Manchurian crisis discussed later. At 
the same time, however, Congress passed xenophobic immigration and protec- 
tionist tariff legislation, and refused to cancel Allied debts or to recognize the 
Soviet Union until 1933. These examples of ingrained American unilateralism 
(and nineteenth-century isolationism) even carried over to the Kellogg-Briand 
Pact. Although the Senate approved the pact in 1928, it added this caveat: “the 
[Senate Foreign Relations] committee reports the above treaty with the under- 
standing that the right of self-defense is in no way curtailed or impaired.... 
The United States regards the Monroe Doctrine as part of its national security 
and defense.” * 

Wild fluctuations in domestic and international economics in the 1920s 
and 1930s primarily drove this mercurial, zigzag combination of unilateral- 
ism and internationalism. Unfortunately, in the interwar years Washington did 
not develop any systematic coordination of economic and political foreign pol- 
icy. Instead, it initiated an erratic independent internationalist course for the 
first time, assuming that unregulated Yankee capitalism was the key to carrying 
out Wilson’s promise of making the world safe for democracy. Therefore, the 
Faustian foreign policy of the United States in the 1920s and 1930s consisted 
not so much of dirty political deals as it did of selfishly short-sighted commercial 
and financial transactions that reflected its inexperience as the world’s leading 
economic power. 


The Struggle over Economic Foreign Policy 


In the 1920s the United States leaped into the material and financial void created 
by World War I, taking advantage of the disarray in postwar England and 
Europe to shore up its predominant economic position. In other words, the 
United States, as the leading creditor, exporter, financier, and maritime power 
in the world, set out to assume Britain’s historical position as the leader in 
reestablishing global economic interdependence. By 1928, it looked as though 
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it had at least consolidated its own international ascendancy, producing 46 per- 
cent of the world’s industrial output, and accounting for 70 percent of the 
world’s petroleum and 40 percent of its coal production. 

However, there was little betterment of the overall world economy because 
the expansion of U.S. commerce and investments abroad was in the hands 
of private financiers and businessmen whose activities were never coordinated 
with any comprehensive U.S. government recovery program for Europe. Thus, 
American trade doubled from 1913 to 1929, but it rose only 13 percent for all 
other countries. Japan and Canada replaced Europe as the major consumers 
of American products and also as the two countries from which the United 
States imported most of its goods. U.S. exports to Asia rose from a mere 5.7 
percent before the First World War to 12.3 percent. Moreover, 37 percent of 
all American exports went to Western Hemisphere countries by the end of the 
1920s, up from 31 percent before the war. This increase occurred at the expense 
of European trade. 

What was wrong with this picture? As the leading creditor nation, the United 
States should not have continued to act as a though it were still a debtor by 
continuing to export more than it imported. To reduce the imbalance between 
exports and imports would have required the country to abandon the Open 
Door policy, whose goal was unlimited American economic expansion. U.S. 
exports abroad grew fivefold in the 1920s, largely because of unsupervised 
loans and investments abroad by American bankers and financiers as the coun- 
try accumulated its largest merchandise export balance for any decade before 
World War II. Direct U.S. foreign investments increased from $3.8 billion to 
$7.5 billion. When these ceased because of the Great Depression, it became 
clear that the favorable balance of trade the United States enjoyed in the 1920s 
increased the severity of that worldwide economic crisis. To remedy this trade 
imbalance, the United States government would have had to greatly inflate its 
domestic credit structure to allow Americans to consume more, shift labor and 
capital away from industries competing with foreign imports, lower its pro- 
tectionist tariffs, and in general bring down the economic expectations of the 
business community.4 In order to do any of these things, the United States 
would have had to act like a mature economic power when it remained a juve- 
nile, lacking the necessary experience to conduct itself in less selfish ways. 

As secretary of commerce, Herbert Hoover fought for some nontraditional 
and ameliorative economic measures, particularly government supervision of 
all foreign loans. However, Secretary of State Charles Evans Hughes, sup- 
ported by prominent bankers and financiers, defeated him on this issue. Hoover 
understood that when payment problems arose the business community looked 
to the government to intervene. “[T]here is no method by which failure in 
payment of such [foreign] loans can be prosecuted,” he wrote Hughes in 
April 1922, “except by diplomatic intervention of our government.” Therefore, 
he logically pointed out “that the security and form of these loans should, at 
the outset, involve the fair hope that Federal Government will not be required 
to enter upon intervention.” But Hoover failed to convince the secretary of 


Faustian Aspects of Prosperity, Depression, and War 71 


state and powerful banking and financial interests of this. He also could not 
convince them that supervision of loans would ensure that they were “repro- 
ductive,” meaning that they should contain clauses requiring the purchase of 
American products or spare parts, not be used to compete with businesses in 
the United States, or to balance spendthrift budgets, or to bolster inflationary 
currencies, or for military expenditures. In the end Secretary Hughes refused 
to allow individual loans or investments to be subjected to government merit 
reviews.’ 

Partially as a result of Hoover’s failure to win acceptance for greater gov- 
ernmental oversight of American loans and for more coordination of economic 
and political foreign policy, an orgy of private lending and investment ensued, 
especially in Central America, the Caribbean, and South America. From 1919 
to 1930, the annual amount of capital exported from the United States averaged 
$1 billion. In the course of the 1920s, U.S. direct investments expanded from 
the pre-war concentration in Mexico and Cuba to include Haiti, the Domini- 
can Republic, Honduras, Nicaragua, Venezuela, Brazil, Argentina, Columbia, 
Peru, Bolivia, and Chile. In fact, direct investments in twenty republics in Latin 
America outranked those in Europe and Canada by 1930, having increased a 
whopping 1,200 percent since 1900 — from $320 million to $5.2 billion.® 

The best indication of the irresponsible way in which these unregulated 
foreign loans were increasingly “forced” on countries that should have been 
considered bad credit risks is the fact that 50 percent of all bond issue loans 
made by American bankers between 1925 and 1928 defaulted in the 1930s, 
compared to only 18 percent of those made between 1920 and 1924. By 1935, 
Latin America had defaulted on 85 percent of American dollar bonds, compared 
with a 52 percent default rate for Europe and a 3 percent rate for Canada.’ 
So it can be argued that the United States became a good neighbor of Latin 
America under FDR in order to extricate its business community from these 
defaults and to work out equitable treatment for future trade and investments 
to make up for the losses due to the Great Depression. 


German Reparations and Allied Debts 


Another major defect in U.S. economic foreign policy in the 1920s was the 
refusal of the United States to recognize the obvious connection between Ger- 
man reparations and Allied debts. The economic health of the postwar world 
depended, in the last analysis, upon how America dealt with these two unprece- 
dented and intertwined financial variables. In retrospect, had the United States 
combined the reparations and debts into a single package, it is conceivable that 
it could have obtained a dramatic reduction in the reparations program from 
the Allied powers in return for significant reductions in the money owed it. The 
United States might have been able to bargain for changes in mandated terri- 
tory and other economic privileges that the Allies had reserved for themselves 
at Versailles in order to substitute its Open Door policy for existing preferential 
trading systems. Instead, American business and political leaders stubbornly 
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refused in public to link reparations with debts, even though in private many 
of them admitted the connection." 

Alternatively, the United States appointed businessmen and bankers to 
reduce the exorbitant German indemnity of $33 billion informally set at the 
Paris Peace Conference. As a result, the government encouraged and unoffi- 
cially endorsed two large international loans to Germany based on a long-term 
reduction of the indemnity it had to pay: the 1924 Dawes Plan and the 1929 
Young Plan. Named after two U.S. bankers, Norman H. Dawes and Owen 
D. Young, these two plans set up a graduated schedule of payments accompa- 
nied by massive loans to the German government through American banks and 
also by private loans to German municipalities and industries. The Young Plan 
actually reduced the original $33 billion to $8 billion payable over 58¥, years 
at 5.5 percent interest. Had Germany continued to make payments after 1932, 
it would have paid a total of $28 billion — hardly a long-term bargain. On the 
other hand, it has been argued by Niall Ferguson that the “Weimar economy 
was not wrecked by reparations; it wrecked itself.” Regardless, the perception 
that reparations were an undue burden on Germany prevailed in part because 
it was promoted by noted economists of the day such as John Maynard Keynes 
and Max Warburg.’ 

Determined to keep German reparations separate from Allied debts, 
Washington promoted major debt-funding agreements in the 1920s. The war 
debts represented the money the United States had lent the Allied powers dur- 
ing and immediately following the First World War. As early as December 
1918, England proposed to Woodrow Wilson that it would cancel the Allied 
debts owed it (approximately $ro billion) if the United States would cancel the 
$4 billion that the UK had borrowed from America. France also argued for 
debt cancellation, but Wilson refused to consider these suggestions, as did Pres- 
idents Warren Harding and Calvin Coolidge, although no historian has ever 
been able to prove that the latter actually said, “They hired the money, didn’t 
they?” In February 1922, Congress created the World War Foreign Debt Com- 
mission, which negotiated specific agreements ostensibly based on each former 
ally’s capacity to pay. Congress originally instructed the commission to set a 
4.5 percent interest rate to be paid over a twenty-five-year period. However, 
debtor nations initially accepted only obligations to the United States of over 
$11.5 billion, payable over a sixty-two-year period at an average interest rate 
of 2.135 percent. Under these agreements, principle and interest would have 
amounted to $22 billion.'° 

Owing to deteriorating financial conditions in Europe by the end of the 
1920s, and despite congressional opposition, the United States through its 
World War Foreign Debt Commission reduced the combined outstanding in- 
debtedness of fifteen nations by 43 percent, or almost half, with the average 
interest rate on the remaining refunded debts falling to 2.1 percent. The onset 
of the Great Depression made even these reduced payments impossible. Hoover 
announced a one-year moratorium on all such payments in June 1931, but this 
did not prevent the former Allied countries from defaulting on their war debts 
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beginning in 1933 — with the exception of Cuba, Liberia, and Finland, which 
paid off their loans, and Nicaragua, whose debt was cancelled by agreement in 
1938." 

These debt reductions were not as generous as they appeared on the sur- 
face because the original loans to the Allies were not strictly business transac- 
tions. They did not meet normal banking standards between 1914 and 1918 
because the credit of the warring nations was not good. The Allies became vir- 
tually bankrupt during the war, and so the purposes for which the borrowed 
money was used could not be justified in business terms — at least according to 
peacetime lending rules and regulations. In fact, these American wartime loans 
were political in character, as government-to-government loans typically are. 
Moreover, these loans could not be paid off in gold because the United States 
already held a disproportionate amount of the world’s gold by the end of the 
First World War. They also could not be offset by direct exports to the United 
States because of the 1922 Fordney-McCumber and 1930 Smoot-Hawley tar- 
iffs, which impeded European goods from coming into the country. Finally, the 
former Allied powers faced prices in the 1920s that were only two-thirds what 
they had been during the war, and so they found themselves paying off their 
debts in currency whose value was higher than it had been when the debts were 
incurred." 

To honor these loans European nations would have had to export to the 
United States 50 percent more goods than they received, and this did not happen 
before the Great Depression. Although the Smoot-Hawley tariff was modified 
by New Dealers with the 1934 Reciprocal Trade Agreements in order to give 
the president more power to negotiate and reduce import duties, this legislation 
should not be confused with the adoption of the Wilsonian idea of free trade. 
Despite its unconditional most-favored-nation provision and the fact that this 
legislation “was a less nationalistic program than those pursued by other coun- 
tries in the thirties,” the purpose of the 1934 act was to expand the foreign 
markets of the United States, not to increase imports."3 This meant that com- 
mitment to unilateral Open Door expansionism prevailed in Washington even 
during the Great Depression. 

These less-than-astute economic dealings affecting the related issues of post- 
war debts and reparations led to the following not-so-coincidental figures by 
the beginning of the 1930s. The former Allies had paid the United States a 
total of $2.6 billion; Germany had paid the Allies $2.5 billion; and American 
loans to Germany (including those of the Dawes and Young Plans) amounted 
to $2.5 billion. In essence, the United States paid itself back what it was owed 
through largely unregulated private loans abroad. These figures clearly indicate 
that the United States had become the “main engine of the global economy” 
after the First World War, “accounting for two-fifths of global industrial pro- 
duction and 16 percent of its commerce.” Once the American stock market 
collapsed, the world economy followed. The Republican administrations dur- 
ing the 1920s supported a basically private business approach to the postwar 
economic problems of Europe, and this policy failed with the onset of the Great 
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Depression, which ended the precarious system of international payments based 
on American loans. "4 


The Monroe Doctrine versus the Good Neighbor Policy 


The Western Hemisphere rather than Europe proved the area of the world 
where U.S. economic foreign policy during the interwar years remained most 
in tune with Wilson’s earlier “effort to detoxify the [Monroe] doctrine in the 
eyes of Latin American governments.” During these two decades, the United 
States appeared to honor some semblance of self-government for those nations. 
In August 1921, as ex-president, Wilson also confided to his former secretary 
of state, Bainbridge Colby: “I wish that we might be given another opportunity 
to set the country right in the view of Latin America.” "5 

The Republican government official probably most in tune with Wilson’s 
view was Hoover. Both saw the Americas rather than Europe as a “crucible for 
peace” through economic growth. Additionally, both never lost their “faith in 
American exceptionalism,” because it embodied the “inherent . . . civilizing mis- 
sion of the nation.” Hoover thought that Latin America would prove the Amer- 
ican economic system superior to all others and compensate for the problems 
the nation had encountered during the reconstruction of Europe after World 
War I. As soon as he became secretary of commerce he said in a press statement: 
“That the United States is fundamentally interested in Latin-America requires 
no reiteration. ...there is nothing more important than our common interest 
in trade... [and] to increase the standard of living of all our peoples... . [The] 
more we can amplify this interchange of goods, the more we can contribute to 
our joint advance in civilization...[and] the more certain is the development 
of our long established friendships.” The Great Depression tainted his effort to 
“fashion a pacific community within the Americas to serve as a model for other 
regions of the world,” but his attempt remains more in keeping with the best 
of Wilsonianism than is usually recognized. As noted earlier, it was also one of 
the reasons that he wanted government supervision of loans in order to ensure 
safe loans and investments in Latin America."° 

So, in the 1920s, as secretary of commerce, Hoover (and even his enemy when 
it came to supervision of U.S. foreign loans, Secretary of State Hughes) edged 
toward supporting the Wilsonian principle of self-determination by proposing 
a less aggressive political use of the Monroe Doctrine against Central and South 
American nations, although they continued to bring economic pressure against 
them to protect “legally vested American rights.” While they initially succeeded 
only in withdrawing U.S. troops from the Dominican Republic in 1924, the 
1920s saw the revival of the idea of self-determination through the concept 
present in Wilson’s Pan-American plan, stillborn in 1914, that stressed Western 
hemispheric cooperation based on the principles of equality and self-determined 
independence for all nations.*7 

Latin Americans rightly perceived these modest changes in policy as con- 
founding because the Monroe Doctrine and its corollaries clearly implied the 
unilateral right of the United States to protect its citizens and investments by 
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intervening. Yet, once he became president, Hoover tried to reassure them by 
making public in 1928 the Clark Memorandum. This document stated, albeit 
quite belatedly and not necessarily truthfully, that the original Monroe Doc- 
trine had never been intended to justify American intervention. Nonetheless, 
the Clark Memorandum palpably represented a renewed commitment to self- 
determination on the part of Washington. While this memorandum also specif- 
ically separated the Roosevelt Corollary from the Monroe Doctrine, the United 
States, as it turned out in practice, never abandoned its claim to the unilateral 
right to intervene in Latin American affairs; it simply temporarily divorced that 
right from the Monroe Doctrine.*® 

Hoover did encourage negotiations over boundary disputes in Latin America 
that would have positive results after he left the presidency. He also ended the 
U.S. policy of not recognizing revolutionary governments in the region, though 
he failed to obtain arms embargo legislation from Congress as sixty revolutions 
broke out in Latin America between 1929 and 1933. Even so, by 1930 the 
United States still had troops in Nicaragua and Haiti and exercised some form of 
American financial supervision in El Salvador, Bolivia, the Dominican Republic, 
Haiti, Nicaragua, Cuba, and Panama.'? 

However, the Clark Memorandum and Hoover’s commitment to it and to 
pan-Americanism did lay the groundwork for the removal of the remaining 
U.S. troops from Nicaragua in 1933 before he left office and from Haiti in 
1934 under the Good Neighbor policy of Franklin Roosevelt. According to 
FDR, the purpose of the Good Neighbor policy was to establish a “kind of 
hemisphere partnership” by eliminating the threat of military and financial 
aggression toward South American nations on the part of the United States. 
In this sense, the Good Neighbor policy was also meant to be a substitute for 
the Monroe Doctrine and pan-Americanism. Accordingly, in May 1934 the 
Roosevelt administration negotiated a treaty with Cuba abrogating the Platt 
Amendment with its right of intervention, and at pan-American conferences 
in 1933 and 1936 the United States officially renounced the right to armed 
intervention and nonmilitary interference in the financial and political affairs 
of Latin American nations.*° 

This did not mean that Washington stopped trying to influence conditions in 
Central and South America through “customary methods of diplomacy,” nor 
did it mean that U.S. political leaders and businessmen had ceased to look upon 
the area as “the most accessible ideological proving ground for the exportation 
of capitalism and democracy.” In other words, “the Good Neighbor policy 
signified business as usual with less muscle and more public relations,” that 
is, as a means for consolidating the “soft” American sphere of influence in 
Latin America by presenting an ethical rather than a military face. Less posi- 
tively, in Europe and Asia the Good Neighbor policy seemed to indicate either 
U.S. withdrawal from “unwanted foreign burdens” or part of a unilateral and 
“systematic American retreat from the world.”*" 

Throughout the 1930s, in return for its Good Neighbor policy Washington 
expected “Latin Americans to establish stable governments, honor political 
as well as economic obligations, and extend equitable treatment to American 
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citizens and their property according to standards of due process which existed 
in the United States.” Naturally, Mexico and other countries resented such a 
unilateral assertion of what was equitable, especially when in the course of the 
1930s the United States began to put national security considerations above 
private property rights as Europe fell further into war. Thus, the Roosevelt 
administration accepted the right of expropriation as a negotiable issue in return 
for the right to intervene in Latin America if American national security was 
threatened, abandoning “all the self-denying components which had gone into 
the Good Neighbor policy.”** 

This demise of the Good Neighbor policy could have been predicted once 
economic and political conditions in Europe worsened in the 1930s, and the 
Roosevelt administration made it clear that the 1933 and 1936 Good Neighbor 
nonintervention pledges did not deny the right of the United States to interfere 
in Latin American affairs when its national security interests were threatened. 
It had already done this when accepting the Kellogg-Briand Pact. 

Consequently, the various collective nonintervention pledges that the United 
States made at Latin American conferences in the 1930s — even the abrogation 
of the Platt Amendment — were quickly reinterpreted just before and after the 
Second World War as Washington reasserted its unilateral interventionist rights 
in Latin America that had always been implicit in the original Monroe Doctrine 
and its various corollaries. Events leading to World War II clearly voided the 
intent of the Clark Memorandum. For example, despite such words as those in 
the 1936 Buenos Aires protocol that “the High Contracting Parties declare 
inadmissable the intervention of any one of them, directly or indirectly, and 
for whatever reason, in the internal or external affairs of any other of the Par- 
ties,” Roosevelt firmly informed the new revolutionary Mexican government 
in 1938 that the United States would intervene if it thought its national security 
was threatened by the war in Europe. While this reversed his administration’s 
earlier drift toward cooperative internationalism south of the U.S. border, it 
was quickly followed by the 1939 Panama Declaration and the 1940 Act of 
Havana — both of which gave wartime multilateral approval to an extension 
of the Monroe Doctrine to the entire Southern Hemisphere. So the potential 
for unilateral use of the Monroe Doctrine by the United States remained intact, 
and its reassertion during the Cold War simply delivered the coup de grace to 
an already weakened Good Neighbor policy.*3 

This unilateral side of New Deal political foreign policy did not initially 
manifest itself because the Roosevelt administration started out trying to reduce 
tariffs and to build on the positive, cooperative Latin American policy initiated 
by Republicans at the end of the previous decade. However, an early exam- 
ple of the unilateral side of independent internationalism at work can be seen 
when the Great Depression prompted FDR to back out of any more economic 
cooperation over debts and reparations or currency stabilization at the London 
Economic Conference in 1933. He arbitrarily devalued the dollar by taking the 
United States off the gold standard and forbade the shipment of gold over- 
seas. These actions created even greater currency instability and imbalance in 
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world gold holdings. They also further stimulated a retreat from worldwide 
to regional trade. By the beginning of World War II, two-thirds of the world’s 
gold supply was held in the United States, and most of this massive transfer had 
occurred after 1935.*4 

Additionally, through domestic price-fixing programs, the Roosevelt admin- 
istration retreated to a nationalistic domestic economy that was designed to 
restore domestic public confidence but that did little to improve the worst 
aspects of the national or international depression. Other nations followed 
similarly short-sighted nationalistic economic policies as the global economic 
crisis cast doubt on the ability of Wilsonian liberal capitalist internationalism 
to promote peace, democracy, and free markets.*> In this manner, cutthroat 
economic practices hastened the coming of the Second World War as demo- 
cratic and fascist nations put their material well-being ahead of meaningful 
negotiation and peace making. 


Political Foreign Policy 


As New Deal diplomats took over U.S. foreign policy in 1933, they were no less 
imbued with a sense of entitlement and mission based on American exception- 
alism and independent internationalism, which usually tipped in the direction 
of unilateral action, than their Republican predecessors. First the FDR admin- 
istration dealt with unresolved economic problems, but ultimately they had 
to face deteriorating international political problems. While Republicans had 
committed errors by allowing private enterprise to prevail in economic foreign 
policy during the 1920s, Democrats in the 1930s committed errors by allowing 
domestic partisanship to determine political foreign policy. Republican eco- 
nomic foreign policy had caused a worldwide economic imbalance that con- 
tributed to the onset and severity of the Great Depression. Democratic political 
foreign policy in the 1930s contributed to a worldwide political imbalance with 
the rise of Nazi and fascist movements that triggered the Second World War. 
Accompanied by a short-sighted economic sanctions against Japan, New Deal 
diplomacy, like Wilson’s, made it inevitable by the fall of 1941 that the United 
States would end up fighting in a global war, but this time on two fronts rather 
than one. 

As devastating as the Great Depression was for the political economies of 
most nations — except for the Soviet Union, which had remained outside of 
the reemerging economically interdependent system of the 1920s — the inter- 
national political developments of the 1930s dealt a further blow to Wilsonian 
internationalism not only with the growth of dictatorships abroad, but also 
with the growth of isolationist sentiment in the United States. Most symbolic 
of this trend was the passage of the Neutrality Acts, as a result of which Amer- 
ican diplomacy assumed a more isolationist posture in the 1930s than it ever 
had in the 1920s. 

The Great Depression and events leading to World War II thus produced bona 
fide political isolationism in the United States by the mid-1930s. Manifested 
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primarily in highly charged congressional debates about so-called new neutral- 
ity, this hyper-nationalism came to be embodied in the Neutrality Acts of 1935, 
1936, and 1937 — acts belatedly repealed in piecemeal fashion between 1939 
and 1941. The new neutrality legislation was based on the theory that trade in 
arms had caused America to enter the First World War, but it did nothing to 
address the conditions leading the country into the Second World War. These 
Neutrality Acts represented the highly selective memory of congressmen who 
thought that bankers and munitions makers had been primarily responsible for 
U.S. entrance into World War I. However, they correctly exposed the fact that 
Wilson had not practiced economic neutrality before the United States entered 
the First World War. 

There is little documentary proof that Roosevelt understood or anticipated 
the tragic results of the Neutrality Acts. Before President Hoover left office, his 
secretary of state, Henry Stimson, introduced FDR to the idea of supporting 
arms embargo legislation in order to allow the executive branch to cooperate 
with other peaceful nations against violators of the Kellogg-Briand Pact (and 
Stimson’s own doctrine opposing the “fruits of aggression”). This type of “dis- 
criminatory” legislation would have allowed the president to decide when to 
apply any embargo against warring nations and represented a collective interna- 
tionalist use of arms embargoes that Hoover and Stimson had considered during 
the Manchurian crisis of 1931-32. However, strong congressional nationalists 
and progressives such as Hiram Johnson (R-CA), William Borah (R-ID), and 
Gerald Nye (R-ND) had become out-and-out isolationists by the mid-1930s, 
and they began amending this internationalist bill in 1933. They turned it into a 
“nondiscriminatory” piece of unilateral legislation by stating that any embargo 
would have to be applied impartially to all belligerents and hence in a nondis- 
criminatory manner. Without consulting his secretary of state, Cordell Hull, 
FDR initially supported the Johnson amendment and continued to vacillate on 
various versions of the neutrality legislation until the first Neutrality Act was 
passed in 1935.7° 

To this day no one quite knows whether the president actually realized at the 
time the significant difference between a discriminatory arms embargo, which 
gave him the power to decide against which nation it would be used, and a 
nondiscriminatory one, which removed such power from him. By the time he 
did understand this in the late 1930s and bit by bit succeeded in repealing the 
Neutrality Acts, the damage had been done. The nondiscriminatory neutrality 
legislation placed the United States on the wrong side in both the Italo-Ethiopian 
crisis in 1935 and later in 1938 during the beginning of the Spanish Civil War. 
In each instance, U.S. “neutrality” ended up favoring fascist forces and under- 
scored the degree to which the country had abandoned Wilson’s pre-World 
War I commitment to the traditional rights of neutral nations and internation- 
alism. The Faustian results of this misguided nationalistic legislation cannot be 
overestimated. It did not help that Roosevelt’s cavalier leadership style made 
him as vulnerable as Wilson’s moralistic one when it came to appreciating that 
the devil is always in the details of diplomacy. 
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FDR and Far Eastern Policy 


By far the most short-sighted aspect of New Deal independent internationalism, 
however, took place in the Far East. Granted, Roosevelt inherited a less-than- 
astute settlement of the 1931-32 Manchurian crisis with the so-called Stimson 
Doctrine. After much scrimmaging between President Hoover and his secretary 
of state over how to respond to the Japanese invasion of Manchuria and the cre- 
ation of the puppet state of Manchukuo in the southern portion of that Chinese 
province, Stimson proclaimed on January 7, 1932, the “nonrecognition of the 
fruits of aggression.” Since Hoover and Stimson never agreed about whether 
to enforce this doctrine through cooperation with the League of Nation or uni- 
lateral economic sanctions, they never implemented the Stimson Doctrine.*7 

In truth, the Hoover—Stimson policy was aimed as much at not alienating 
Japan as it was at preventing more aggression against China. The impossibility 
of achieving both goals reflected a common defect of American policy toward 
China throughout the interwar years. Logically, the United States should have 
either enforced its Open Door policy in China with sufficient military and/or 
economic aid or protected China by playing Japan and Russia off against one 
another in the Far East (which in the 1920s would have required the recognition 
of the Soviet Union). Alternatively, since most American trade was with Japan 
and not China, the United States could have sided with the Japanese at the 
expense of both China and the USSR.** 

Most businessmen trading in the Far East tacitly sided with Japan after its 
invasion of Manchuria because they generally conceded that Japan had special 
interests there. After all, by 1929 only 7 percent of all American trade with 
China took place in Manchuria. Few American businessmen would have gone 
so far as to agree with what seemed obvious to Japan: that it had the right 
to a Monroe Doctrine in the region, as first suggested by Theodore Roosevelt. 
Instead, Manchuria remained a symbolic testing ground for the Open Door 
policy rather than a practical area for American investment or trade. Within 
the American business community, oil companies in the Far East were not so 
sanguine about Japan’s expansionism because they correctly interpreted it as a 
desire to become less dependent on U.S. petroleum products.*? 

Between 1899 and 1930 American investments, trade, and shipping with 
China trailed far behind those with Japan. In contrast to China’s minuscule 
share of American foreign economy, the Chinese played an increasingly impor- 
tant role in the economic life of Japan. American exports to China averaged 
only 3 percent of all U.S. exports from 1923 to 1931, while 22 percent of all 
Japanese exports went to China. On average, U.S. exports to Japan in the 1920s 
were double those to China. By 1932, Japan was the fourth-largest purchaser 
of American goods. This meant that the United States supplied a little less than 
one-third of all Japanese imports and purchased a little more than one-third 
of Japanese exports. Clearly, significant commercial interdependence existed 
among the three countries, but in reality the triangular relationship was not one 
that should have favored political support for China on the part of Washington. 


80 A Faustian Foreign Policy 


That is, the United States and Japan were each other’s best customers, while 
Japan, not America, was China’s best customer by the time of the Manchurian 
crisis. And the same imbalance existed in the field of investments: the United 
States invested more in Japan than in China, and Japan dominated investments 
in China. For example, by the end of the 1930s America had invested twice as 
much in Japan as in China and enjoyed a favorable trade balance with Japan 
that was three times as great as its trade with China. Little wonder that by 
1941, only 21 percent of businesses in the United States supported economic 
sanctions against Japan.*° 

Throughout the 1930s, the Roosevelt administration pursued an essentially 
ineffectual political and economic foreign policy in the Far East: protesting 
Japanese expansion as a violation of the Open Door policy and the Nine-Power 
Treaty of 1922, but not imposing any severe economic or political sanctions. By 
the end of 1939, Japan acknowledged 144 bombings and 73 cases of destruction 
of American property. The U.S. government protested all of these incidents, and 
the Japanese responded by accepting responsibility and usually paying damages. 
At no point did the United States indicate that it would fight to prevent Japan 
from establishing what that nation logically considered to be its natural sphere 
of influence in Manchuria. Japanese leaders coveted the province because it 
could provide a secure source of food and other raw materials, an outlet for 
excess population, a base from which to expand its industrial output, and a 
buffer zone that would protect its control over Korea and the Japanese islands.3" 

Needless to say, when Japan began to extend its sphere of influence to other 
sections of China, such actions became increasingly unpopular in the United 
States, especially after Japan and Germany signed the 1936 Anti-Comintern 
Pact. When Japan joined Germany and the Soviet Union by signing the Tri- 
partite Pact in September 1940, the identification of Japan with Germany in 
American popular opinion and in government circles was completely confirmed. 
Although this pact quickly became a dead letter, the Roosevelt administration 
used it to demonize all Japanese leaders through propaganda that associated 
them indiscriminately with Hitler. By November 1941, on the eve of Pearl 
Harbor, public opinions polls showed that many Americans (a little over 70 
percent) were willing to risk going to war with Japan. The opposite was true 
for Germany.?* 

This was Roosevelt’s dilemma. By the late 1930s, he wanted to support 
England and the other Allied powers against the Nazis and Fascists, but up 
to that point, he had been unable, unlike previous American presidents on the 
brink of war, to find an effective lie with which to lead the country into combat- 
in this case, into the European theater of World War II. After all, since 1812 
presidents had successfully lied to the American people when going to war.’ 

Consequently, because there was so much popular opposition to the United 
States becoming involved in the European war, during 1940 and 1941 FDR, 
in Wilsonian fashion, resorted to misleading statements and clever slogans, if 
not outright lies, and a series of actions without congressional approval. He 
began with the executive agreement known as the “destroyer-base deal,” then 
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obtained lend lease legislation, made the United States the “arsenal of democ- 
racy” by doubling military appropriations for arms and other supplies leased 
to England, reached a private arrangement with the French to train their mili- 
tary pilots, established a temporary protectorate over Greenland, and extended 
the patrolled neutrality or security zone in the Atlantic Ocean from three hun- 
dred miles off the American coast to twenty-five degrees west longitude. He 
also practiced what has been called “diplomacy or propaganda of the deed” — 
that is, taking advantage of events in war to initiate American defense mea- 
sures. One example stands out. In September 1941 he used the attack on the 
USS Greer, which had been relaying information to the British about the loca- 
tion of German submarines, to issue “shoot-on-sight” orders to American navy 
patrols. In November he obtained repeal of all remaining provisions of the Neu- 
trality Act of 1939, thus allowing the arming of American merchant ships. As a 
result, the United States was in an undeclared naval war with Germany in the 
Atlantic.*+ 

Despite all his cagey maneuvering, FDR knew he did not yet have public 
support for a declaration of war against Hitler. By the summer and fall of 
1941 he simply had failed to concoct a popular deception for going to war 
with Germany. Racist-driven public opinion polls favored going to war with 
Japan, with only a little over 30 percent of Americans indicating they would 
vote in a national referendum to go to war with Germany, and only a little over 
20 percent thinking the United States should enter the war at all.» 

A contradiction in U.S. diplomacy had arisen, as noted, from the fact that 
Japan had been the best American customer and investment opportunity in the 
Far East throughout the interwar years despite U.S. efforts to build up better 
economic and political relations with China. FDR exacerbated this foreign 
policy flaw with his determination to turn China under Chiang Kai-shek into a 
major and dependable ally, especially after Germany invaded its ally the Soviet 
Union in the summer of 1941. This unrealistic view of a united and powerful 
China had existed, however, since Secretary of State John M. Hay coined the 
Open Door doctrine at the turn of the twentieth century. At no time in the 1930s 
did Chiang Kai-shek’s Nationalist government ever consolidate its authority 
over any major portion of China.’ Thus, the United States not only pursued 
the myth of the China market beginning in 1900, but increasingly pursued 
the myth of China under Chiang as a strong political entity and ally when all 
economic and national indices pointed to Japan as the de facto Asian power. 
Ironically, Japan was also adamantly anti-Communist, while Chiang flirted with 
emerging communist leaders during that decade as he tried to fend off other 
Nationalist leaders. 

Perhaps remembering that Theodore Roosevelt and even Woodrow Wilson 
had seemingly favored a Monroe Doctrine for Japan, in 1934 Japan proposed 
to the United States in a memorandum from Ambassador Hirosi Saito that 
together they should “establish a reign of law and order in the regions [of the 
Pacific] geographically adjacent to their respective countries.” That same year 
Japan also declared in the Amau Doctrine that it had the right to act unilaterally 
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“to preserve peace and order in East Asia.” Clearly, this was Japan’s most 
explicit assertion of its own Monroe Doctrine. Unlike either TR or Wilson, 
Secretary Hull never tolerated any suggestion of a Japanese Monroe Doctrine. 
In his memoir, Hull later noted that this 1934 proposal indicated that Japan 
wanted nothing less than a “Monroe Doctrine in the Far East pretendedly such 
as our Monroe Doctrine for the Western Hemisphere.” He then self-righteously 
rejected this suggestion because it did not recognize what he disingenuously 
insisted was the defensive nature of the American doctrine — a questionable 
view also held by other respected State Department officials.” 

When in November 1938 Japan announced its intention to create a Greater 
East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere, it implicitly meant to turn a weak and chaotic 
China into a semi-vassal state, but American oil interests perceived the move as 
a potential threat to their control over oil fields in the Netherlands East Indies. 
After all, Japan already occupied the richest and most populous sections of that 
nation, including its major cities, great areas in northern and central China, 
and strategic ports and cities on the southeast coast. Once again in 1938 Hull 
responded sharply to another Japanese Monroe Doctrine proposal in the form 
of the Greater East Asian Co-Prosperity Sphere. Probably reacting as well to 
the pan-German foreign policy of the 1930s promoting the idea of a European 
New Order, on December 31 he said in a note to the Japanese that “there was 
no need or warrant for any one Power to take upon itself to prescribe what shall 
be the terms and conditions of a ‘new order’ in areas not under its sovereignty 
and to constitute itself the repository of authority and the agent of destiny in 
regard thereto.” In April 1940, Hull reiterated to the Japanese ambassador that 
“there is no more resemblance between our Monroe Doctrine and the so-called 
Monroe Doctrine of Japan than there is between black and white.”3* But at 
no time in the 1930s did the Roosevelt administration ever take other than 
rhetorical steps to counter Japanese expansionism or to demand compensation 
when American property was destroyed. 

So as of the summer of 1940 the United States had done little except to try 
“to attain two limited objectives in the Far East, those of splitting the Axis and 
of stopping Japan’s advance southward” through mild economic pressure and 
even milder political protest. Both were more or less reasonable and possibly 
obtainable goals. At least they held out the hope that some kind of modus 
vivendi could be achieved between the United States and Japan, allowing FDR 
to concentrate on deploying American forces in Europe. In a word, war with 
Japan was not inevitable by the end of 1940.’ Then, six months later, in July 
1941, the Roosevelt administration added a third and completely unobtain- 
able component to its Far Eastern policy: the liberation of China.#° In turn, 
this shift in political emphasis was accompanied by a hardening of economic 
policy toward Japan. The result would be an unnecessary two-front war, in 
part because having inherited exceptionalism and independent international- 
ism as the twin bases for American diplomacy, FDR proved incapable, despite 
(or because of) his charisma, of exercising leadership that produced truly inno- 
vative solutions to the foreign problems he faced, especially in the Far East. 
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Once again, it is not clear that the president understood the serious implica- 
tions of adopting the unrealistic goal of liberating China. Apparently the impe- 
tus for the change in policy came from Secretary Hull’s personal and uncompro- 
mising commitment to moralistic principles where China was concerned. Hull’s 
rigid approach to Far Eastern diplomacy, however, was not wholly responsible 
for bungled relations with Japan. Economic pressure played the final, determin- 
ing role in the attack on Pearl Harbor as business and government bureaucratic 
groupings took over U.S. economic foreign policy in the Far East. 

When the United States unilaterally terminated its r911 commercial treaty 
with Japan on July, 26, 1939, this meant that restrictive actions could be under- 
taken after January 26, 1940. The list of items subject to embargo included 
crude oil (and a variety of petroleum products), scrap iron, steel, and avia- 
tion gas. However, Washington did not enforce most of the these restrictions 
immediately, except on certain grades of high-octane aviation gas and some pre- 
mium grades of iron and steel. Hull, in particular, opposed any strict embargo 
for fear it would produce an attack on the American East Indies oil fields, and 
he convinced the president of this. Nonetheless, a debate ensued in the execu- 
tive branch over what else to embargo, with the ambassador to Japan, Joseph 
Grew, having long intimated to Roosevelt that a complete embargo could very 
likely lead to war. Other presidential advisers insisted that Japan would back 
down in the face of an all-out sanction on its oil lifeline. Then in September, 
after the signing of the Tripartite Pact on September 27, 1940, a full scrap 
iron and steel embargo went into effect. The next month Roosevelt indicated 
that he still opposed completely shutting off oil supplies to Japan, and as late 
as August 1941 he apparently still believed that “oil quotas allowed Japan” 
under previous agreements should continue.*' 

Not until July 1941, when the political metamorphosis in U.S. Far Eastern 
foreign policy took place, did the sanctions on other items become stricter, 
but even then the oil embargo remained only partial. That same month the 
American government froze Japanese assets. While this action in and of itself 
had the potential to shut off Japan’s ability to buy oil from the United States, 
Roosevelt apparently did not intend for it to be applied rigidly. But he left in 
August for the meeting with Churchill that produced the Atlantic Charter, and 
in his absence anti-Japanese officials within the government refused to allow 
Japan to use any of its assets for purchases. The result was that by September 
a full embargo on crude oil, and thus on all petroleum products to Japan, had 
taken place.** 


Bureaucratic Influence on Japanese Foreign Policy 


The question is why? The answer lies in the influence of such American oil 
companies as Shell and Standard-Vacuum Oil Company (Stanvac) on certain 
members of the State Department bureaucracy such as Stanley Hornbeck, chief 
of the Far Eastern Division. Another individual most strongly in favor of a total 
embargo on oil to Japan was Henry Stimson, who had favored a similar sanction 
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back in the early 1930s as secretary of state under Hoover. Both Roosevelt and 
Hull harbored reservations when informed of the total embargo in September, 
but unfortunately did not countermand it, in part because both were still oper- 
ating under the illusion that China under Chiang could be made into a major 
power in the Far East. Hull’s moralist, anti-Japanese views also help account 
for his passive response. As usual, no one knows exactly why Roosevelt did 
not overrule the drastic economic move taken by subordinates in September 
1941. It has been suggested that both men, in all likelihood, concluded after 
the fact that rescinding the full embargo would have been “interpreted by Japan, 
Britain, and the American public as a sign of weakness.” Since the public had 
no detailed information about economic policy toward Japan, the last part of 
this suggestion could not be true. Regardless, the fact remains that the total 
embargo on crude oil and all other petroleum products was not what the presi- 
dent or his secretary of state had ordered or intended. The Japanese were never 
formally advised of the total embargo, but as they watched dwindling oil tanker 
movements it became clear that they if they wanted energy independence they 
would have to seize the Netherlands East Indies.43 

The influence of oil interests over the State Department is a well known, if 
usually overlooked, reason for the war with Japan. By 1939, eighty percent of 
Japanese imported fuel supplies came from the United States and the rest from 
the Netherlands East Indies, where Shell and Stanvac controlled the oil fields. 
George S. Walden, chair of the Stanvac board, and his expert on China and 
Japan, Philo W. Parker, had been in constant contact with Royal Dutch-Shell, 
the London Foreign Office, and the U.S. State Department since the company’s 
foundation in 1933. The main problem facing Stanvac, Royal Dutch-Shell, and 
the Anglo-American diplomatic corps consisted of protecting the Indies oil field 
from Japanese expansion and restraining oil shipments to Japan without both 
harming commercial trade with that nation and unnecessarily antagonizing its 
civilian and military leaders. This proved an impossible balancing act because 
once the idea of embargoing crude oil to Japan emerged in the early 1930s 
over the Manchurian incident, it slowly assumed a bureaucratic life of its own 
until by 1941 it outflanked support for retaining trade relations and avoiding 
war.*4 

This bureaucratic coup did not take place by accident. After Henry Stimson 
reentered the government as secretary of war in July 1940, he “campaigned 
for economic warfare in general and sanctions against Japan in particular.” By 
December 1940 he had created a study group within the Army Industrial Col- 
lege, and by May 1941 it had produced no fewer than eighteen economic contin- 
gency plans for crippling Japan without regard for whether implementing one 
or more of them would lead to war. In the meantime, Stimson’s sanction cam- 
paign had been joined by Secretary of the Treasury Henry Morgenthau, Jr., who 
succeeded in obtaining Roosevelt’s approval for an Economic Defense Board. 
With broad authority over economic foreign policy, this board was headed 
by Vice President Henry Wallace, another advocate of shutting off exports to 
Japan. Additionally, Morgenthau created a three-man State-Treasury-Justice 
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committee to advise the Economic Defense Board, and Assistant Secretary of 
State Dean Acheson, who agreed with Stimson and Morgenthau on get-tough 
policies against Japan in Asia, became one of its three members.*5 

Thus, the stage was set for a bureaucratic takeover of Japanese policy by 
economic hawks. Only Hull and Roosevelt, who did not want to provoke a 
Japanese attack on the Indies, stood between the United States and war in the 
Pacific. In the end they were simply outmaneuvered by their own bureaucracy 
between July and September 1941 because they lost administrative control over 
segments of the executive branch of government. Of the eight cabinet-level 
members of the new Economic Defense Board, four — Wallace, Morgenthau, 
Stimson, and Secretary of the Navy Frank Knox - endorsed a strong, and prob- 
ably racist, anti-Japanese policy. Little wonder that a de facto embargo against 
Japan came into existence by mid-September without the initial approval or 
knowledge of either the president or his secretary of state. Yet neither of them 
revoked it, even though they knew that in all likelihood Japan would regard 
the total embargo as an incitement to war.*° 

Moreover, public opinion (always foremost in Roosevelt’s mind) posed no 
problem for this evolution in policy because by the middle of 1939 polls indi- 
cated that 66 percent of Americans approved of boycotting Japanese goods 
and that almost 75 percent saw nothing wrong with an embargo of arms and 
ammunition to Japan. Obviously, the average American did not know about the 
connection between a total oil embargo and war with Japan, but by November 
1941 a little over 70 percent were willing to risk war with Japan rather than let 
the country continue its aggressions. Even more impressive and worrisome to 
the president, 80 percent of Americans and their congressmen opposed a unilat- 
eral declaration of war by the United States unless the country was attacked.+7 
Having unwittingly permitted the economic action that might provoke war 
with Japan, Roosevelt, knowing that he had public opinion on his side, then 
allowed his secretary of state to compound the situation in private negotiations 
with Japanese representatives in Washington. 

Much has been made of Hull’s meetings with Japanese Ambassador Kichis- 
aburo Nomura in November 1941. Hull already knew what terms Nomura 
would present because the United States had broken the Japanese diplomatic 
code known as Magic. This knowledge did not prevent the secretary of state 
from taking advantage of Nomura’s poor English (the latter stubbornly refused 
to use a translator) to reject the two proposals from Tokyo that the ambassador 
presented. The first, Plan A, represented an attempt to reach a comprehensive 
settlement with the United States, which American officials rejected out of hand 
by November 15. The second, Plan B, called for a Japanese withdrawal from 
Indochina and a pledge not to advance in Southeast Asia if the United States 
would stop aiding and supporting China and lift the trade sanctions. Recent 
scholarship has now shown that Nomura was not as “hapless” as he is usually 
portrayed. He submitted on November 19 a modus vivendi he had devised on 
his own in a last-ditch effort to prevent a war that he perspicaciously knew 
Japan would lose. It simply called on the United States and Japan to state their 
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postwar economic goals based on the model of the Atlantic Charter and for a 
rescinding of the July order freezing Japanese assets in return for Japan’s with- 
drawal from southern French Indochina. When Hull and Tokyo both rejected 
this more conciliatory offer, Nomura was ordered to submit Plan B, which he 
did on November 20. Washington knew from a deciphered message that Tokyo 
had set November 29 as a deadline for a response.*® 

Roosevelt seemed inclined to accept a six-month modus vivendi and even 
proposed that the United States not insist on Japanese withdrawal from China. 
Members of his cabinet such as Morgenthau, Stimson, and Harold Ickes 
strongly opposed this idea, as did Chiang and Churchill. Their views directly 
contradicted a report of the American Joint Board of the Army and Navy, which 
on November 5 had concluded that “[war] between the United States and Japan 
should be avoided” because the United States had to concentrate on defeating 
Germany. These military leaders did not think that war with Japan was war- 
ranted even if that country made further incursions into China. Unknown to 
them, as of November 1941 FDR had in private all but promised Churchill 
that the United States would protect British and Dutch possessions in the South 
Pacific, realizing that the Japanese could consider this a casus belli.#? 

Nonetheless, Hull still had the option of proposing a modus vivendi of his 
own, especially in light of the opinion of the military, but other advisers to 
Roosevelt and both China and Britain continued to object to any accommo- 
dation of Japan. Instead, on November 26 he submitted to Japan a ten-point 
program drafted by Morgenthau that demanded its withdrawal not only from 
China, but also from Indochina. Both sides claimed the other had issued an 
ultimatum, although the American offer was by far the harsher of the two pro- 
posals. On December 6, Roosevelt whimsically tried to revive the idea of some 
kind of modus vivendi by making a personal effort to contact the emperor, 
but that same day a detailed Magic decoded message revealed that Japan 
had rejected Hull’s ten-point ultimatum and contained an ominous addendum 
telling Ambassador Nomura to reply “at 1P.M. on the 7th your time.” This 
prompted General George C. Marshall to send a hasty radio dispatch to the 
Philippines, Panama, and San Francisco and a telegram to Hawaii (because of 
heavy static preventing wireless communication) saying in part: “Just what the 
significance of the hour set [1p.m.] may have we do not know be on the alert 
accordingly. Inform naval authorities of this communication.” This message 
failed to reach the commanders at Hawaii before the attack on Pearl Harbor.5° 

Soon Roosevelt would have an enormously popular reason for going to war 
against Hitler — the attack on Pearl Harbor. Even so, he waited until Germany, 
Italy, and Japan had declared war on the United States before asking Congress 
for a declaration of war against Hitler. Even then, he went out of his way to indi- 
cate that Germany had collaborated with Japan in the attack on Pearl Harbor, 
claiming that the Japanese were Hitler’s “chessman.” Clearly, FDR still feared 
that isolationists in Congress would oppose a two-front war because they had 
not accepted the undeclared naval war the United States was already waging on 
Germany. Roosevelt was also not personally convinced that Americans would 


Faustian Aspects of Prosperity, Depression, and War 87 


accept an invasion of other-than-U.S. property as grounds for entering the war. 
Without hesitation and without having to fabricate a reason, therefore, he used 
the attack on Pearl Harbor to rationalize sending American troops to the Euro- 
pean battlefront.’ 


Secret Summit Diplomacy 


With the U.S. entrance into the Second World War, the stage was set for Roo- 
sevelt to begin to enter into a series of questionable unilateral and multilateral 
bargains at summit meetings from 1941 to 1945. It should be noted that the 
first occurred before Pearl Harbor with the secret meeting between FDR and 
Winston Churchill in Placentia Bay of Argentia, off the coast of Newfound- 
land. They met for six days beginning August 8, 1941. It proved an impres- 
sive initial formal face-to-face encounter, to say the least, since it produced the 
Atlantic Charter on August 14. Asa wartime propaganda tool, the success of the 
Atlantic Charter cannot be doubted. Although no Allied government ever offi- 
cially approved the charter, this bilateral joint statement conflated both Wilson’s 
Fourteen Points and Roosevelt’s Four Freedoms, containing eight points that 
were later used to justify the unconditional surrender of the Axis powers and 
the establishment of the United Nations. ** 

“Tt is a statement of basic principles and fundamental ideas and policies,” 
Hull later wrote, sounding exactly like Woodrow Wilson, “that are universal 
in their practical application.” Their universality (and practicality), as usual, 
existed primarily in the eyes of their ethnocentric creators — namely, Roosevelt 
and Churchill — and they were perfectly in keeping with the American excep- 
tionalist belief that the United States was a model for the rest of world. A more 
practical and immediate reason for the Atlantic Charter could have been that 
FDR, already so embattled at home over certain war measures like the draft, 
wanted to reassure his critics of his commitment to the highest democratic and 
capitalist ideals should the country enter the war-now that communist Russia 
was an Allied power. Churchill probably would rather have obtained a greater 
commitment of military aid from the United States and sterner warnings to 
Japan in the wake of America’s freezing of that nation’s assets, but the pres- 
ident refused to do either, and so they settled for a declaration of Wilsonian 
truisms.*? 

What were these universal ideals that each of the Allied nations used as it 
saw fit in the course of the Second World War? The Atlantic Charter began with 
a preamble about the “dangers to world civilization arising from the policies 
of military domination by conquest” of Hitler and all nations associated with 
him. It then stated that the United States and Great Britain renounced territorial 
and other types of aggrandizement; opposed territorial changes contrary to the 
wishes of those immediately affected; supported the right of all peoples to self- 
government; condoned, whenever possible, equal access for all nations to trade 
and raw materials (except for the “existing obligations” of the United States 
and England); desired the material improvement of the world’s population; 
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supported freedom from fear and want; supported the right of “all men to tra- 
verse the high seas and oceans without hindrances” (even though the United 
States and England, as the two most powerful naval nations, did not sup- 
port freedom of the seas); and sought total disarmament of the aggressor 
nations, “pending the establishment of a wider and permanent system of general 
security.” 

To say the least, the Atlantic Charter proved a problematic document. At 
best, it symbolized the personal friendship between two very important world 
leaders; at worst, it consisted of an informal bilateral alliance whose univer- 
salistic (read Western) goals had little chance of being realized during or after 
the war. It could be asked: What was the president of a “neutral” nation doing 
conferring secretly on the high seas with the prime minister of a beleaguered 
Allied nation? After all, the United States was not at war, and England was. To 
make matters worse, neither he nor Churchill signed it, and no original copy of 
the document exists. Nonetheless, the Atlantic Charter marked the beginning 
of what would become ten personal meetings between Roosevelt and Churchill, 
concluding at Yalta in the spring of 1945. 

After their meeting at Argentia, the next important one took place in 
January 1943 in Casablanca, where Churchill and the president continued 
to disagree over a second European front so desperately requested by Stalin 
(and which Roosevelt had prematurely promised Soviet Foreign Minister Vay- 
cheslave Molotov three times back in May 1942, even though the U.S. army at 
that time was not large enough or organized to undertake such an invasion). At 
the Casablanca summit FDR also independently and, in a most offhand manner 
at a press conference, committed the allies to fight for unconditional surren- 
der. Evidently meant to reassure the Russians that there would be no separate 
Anglo-American negotiated peace with Germany, the unconditional surrender 
statement reflected more bravado than American military might or Roosevelt’s 
political power to deliver. ™4 

FDR and the British prime minister met next at the first Quebec conference 
in August 1943. There they confidentially pledged their countries not to reveal 
information about the atomic bomb, should one be developed, and not to use 
it against another nation without mutual consent. Neither of these private, 
secret promises were kept. Both of them constituted executive agreements that 
bypassed Congress (and U.S. military leaders) in the foreign policy and military 
decision-making process and marked the beginning of the presidential use (and 
misuse) of such private and often Faustian understandings and commitments 
that have prevailed since that time. 

At a meeting among Anthony Eden, Molotov, and Secretary Hull in Moscow 
in October 1943, in return for another promise of a second front, the USSR 
also gave assurance once again that it would enter the war against Japan once 
Germany was defeated. These foreign secretaries also issued a four-power state- 
ment about establishing an international organization for peace and security. 
The fourth power was China, in keeping with the president’s determination 
to give Chiang Kai-shek putative recognition as an international leader even 
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though his corruption and ineffective leadership was well known among FDR’s 
aides. Moreover, Churchill made no secret of his disdain for the president’s 
efforts to turn China into a great power and postwar anticolonial force in the 
Far East that might threaten English and other European powers’ holdings 
there. Despite the fact that Lieutenant General Joseph W. Stilwell, Roosevelt’s 
private military representative to Chiang and designated commander of U.S. 
forces in China, Burma, and India, came to disparagingly refer to the shaven- 
headed Chinese leader as “the peanut,” the president clung to visions of China 
as a countervailing force in the region against both Japan and the USSR as those 
two nations recovered from the devastation of war.° 

Following this successful meeting of subordinates, Roosevelt finally met with 
Stalin in Tehran after stopping in Cairo from November 22 to 26 for a summit 
meeting with Churchill and Chiang to discuss the military and political goals of 
the Allies in the Far East. Russia was not represented at Cairo because it had not 
yet declared war against Japan. Roosevelt admitted to being singularly unim- 
pressed upon meeting Chiang, finding “him grasping, weak, and indecisive.” 
Nonetheless, he and a reluctant Churchill propped up the Nationalist leader by 
deciding that Japan must return “all territory [it] had stolen from the Chinese, 
such as Manchuria, Formosa, and the Pescadores.” This joint Cairo declara- 
tion also asserted the independence of Korea, stripped Japan of all the islands 
in the Pacific that it had seized or occupied since 1914, and officially agreed 
that unconditional surrender now applied to Japan as well as Germany.°*° So 
much for FDR’s bizarre flirtation with Monroe Doctrines for Europe and Asia 
back in the summer of 1940. 

At the Tehran conference from November 27 to December 1, Roosevelt and 
Churchill finally put aside their strategic military differences and approved a 
Channel invasion for May 1, 1944. They also made major political conces- 
sions to Stalin in return for still another reiteration of his intention to enter 
the war against Japan, first agreeing to support Marshal Tito’s domination 
of Yugoslavia and then giving him Polish property in violation of the much- 
touted Atlantic Charter. To make matters worse, Roosevelt agreed to grant 
a Soviet sphere of influence in Poland and the Balkans, but was ambiguous 
about Poland’s postwar boundaries, which Churchill and Stalin had already 
talked about. Nonetheless, despite FDR’s fears about committing himself to 
Russian spheres of influence in the Balkans and Poland because it could alien- 
ate Americans from those countries in the fall presidential election, he did not 
overtly discourage Stalin’s plans. Moreover, the joint chiefs of staff, with whom 
Roosevelt had consulted en route to Tehran, opposed any diversion of English 
or American troops into the Eastern Mediterranean and the Balkans because 
it would “prolong the War in Europe and delay the end of the war in the 
Pacific.” 57 

Thus, by the end of 1943 a series of secret summits had set the stage for 
the much-contested last one at Yalta, and most of them basically created mis- 
understandings and exorbitant expectations on all sides. These meetings also 
foreshadowed the decline of the Grand Alliance and the beginning of the Cold 
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War. The Faustian nature of most of these summit agreements climaxed at Yalta 
in February 1945. 

In retrospect, Roosevelt’s ill health did not cause the resulting controversy, 
confusion, and conflict over Yalta that occurred in the United States. That con- 
troversy was inevitable because the labyrinthine agreements reached there over 
peace terms for Germany, Polish borders, governmental policies for Poland 
and other liberated countries of Eastern Europe, and details about organizing 
the United Nations would ultimately be interpreted differently by all parties 
involved, but especially by the president’s domestic opponents, who charged 
that he had handed Eastern Europe over to the Soviets. It was not Roo- 
sevelt’s to hand over: the Soviet army already occupied all of Poland and most 
of the rest of Eastern Europe because General Dwight Eisenhower had been 
only too happy to have the USSR fight its way into Berlin in the last months 
of the war. Nonetheless, from the end of World War II to the present conser- 
vative critics have railed against Yalta, charging that it marked the beginning 
of Soviet expansionism. That George W. Bush repeated this myth in May 2005 
when visiting the Baltic nations makes it no truer than it was in 1945.5° 

Once back in the United States, however, FDR’s advanced cardiovascular 
condition for the first time became painfully evident when in a befuddled man- 
ner he tried to explain to a joint session of Congress the problematic last summit 
meeting of the Big Three. FDR muddied the waters further by dissembling about 
what went on, neglecting to mention the Far Eastern concessions he had made 
to Russia, especially in Manchuria (theoretically at Chiang’s expense, since the 
Nationalist leader was not really in control of Manchuria), in return, once 
again, for Stalin’s long-standing secret pledge to fight Japan. He also did not 
indicate to Congress or the American people that he had agreed to give “Uncle 
Joe” two extra votes in the General Assembly of the future United Nations for 
the Soviet Republics of Ukraine and Belarus. Instead, he praised the idea of 
free elections for Poland and the first meeting of the UN, to take place in San 
Francisco on April 25. He would not live to experience either. 5° 

Despite his deteriorating health, however, after the Yalta Conference the ail- 
ing FDR found the time and energy to meet on February 14 aboard the USS 
Quincy with Farouk I of Egypt, Haile Selassie of Ethiopia and, last but most 
importantly, the Saudi King Ibn Sa’ud. At this secret meeting the president and 
the king agreed on a number of things — including American access to Saudi 
ports, temporary construction of military air bases, and involvement of U.S. oil 
companies in the building of the trans-Arabian pipeline — that would lay the 
foundation for all future relations between the two countries. The groundwork 
for this postwar oil diplomacy began with the appointment of Max Thornburg, 
a California and Texas oilman, to be the State Department’s petroleum adviser. 
He commissioned a study predicated on dwindling domestic oil reserves that 
prompted Secretary of State Cordell Hull to appoint the Committee on Interna- 
tional Petroleum Policy which in turn recommended the creation of a Petroleum 
Reserves Corporation to be controlled by the State Department. Although this 
corporation failed to buy any foreign oil options during the war, it presaged the 
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conclusion reached in a 1953 position paper prepared for the National Security 
Council: “American oil operations are, for all practical purposes, instruments 
of our foreign policy.” °° 

In August 1943 Roosevelt arranged for Iran to receive lend-lease aid and in 
February 1945 for Saudi Arabia to receive $100 million in lend-lease money — 
money clearly not needed to end the war in that theater. He did this to counter 
British and Dutch domination of Middle East oil, because by 1943 American 
geologists and oil companies had convinced experts within the State Depart- 
ment that the Persian Gulf region should replace Mexico, Venezuela, and other 
Caribbean nations as the country’s major postwar oil-supplying area. In this 
way the United States might preserve its resources in the Western Hemisphere 
for future domestic demands. Hull noted that year: “It is to our interest that no 
great power be established on the Persian Gulf opposite the important Amer- 
ican petroleum development in Saudi Arabia.”°' Unlike some of FDR’s other 
diplomatic legacies, this one about the necessity for the United States to guar- 
antee its access to Middle Eastern oil was unequivocal and would be followed 
by all Cold War presidents. 

However, Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s death left many foreign policy voids. 
His insistence on personal, ambiguous, often devious executive orders and 
secret agreements both before and during the Second World War, while cre- 
ating the illusion of genius, had actually resulted in an incubus of enormous 
proportions at home and abroad. No successor or foreign leader could have 
successfully picked up the loose ends that FDR - always confident of his ability 
to handle foreign affairs in a freewheeling, supercilious fashion — had strewn 
in his three-plus terms in office. And Truman certainly was not prepared for 
the diplomatic mess he inherited, despite (or because of) the fact that the war 
ended in both theaters shortly after he assumed office. At the same time, the 
end of the conflict left the American people with confusing expectations about 
what peace would bring. At best, they had quixotic memories about why and 
how the war had been fought, and at worst, they anticipated few domestic 
or diplomatic problems. Most importantly, peace left the United States free to 
practice independent internationalism at will during the Cold War. 


4 


Faustian Aspects of U.S. Cold War Foreign Policy 


When we Americans speak seriously about politics, we mean that our principles 
of freedom and equality and the rights based on them are rational and everywhere 
applicable. World War II was really an educational project undertaken to force 
those who did not accept these principles to do so. 

Allan Bloom, The Closing of the American Mind (1987) 


During the various half-century commemorations of the Second World War 
in the 1990s, much was heard about the unity and triumph it represented 
rather than the viciousness with which the war was fought on both sides or 
the domestic problems that followed in its wake. This posthumous positive 
consensus about the outcome of the “last good war” confirmed that the twen- 
tieth century would be remembered as an “American Century,” as Henry Luce, 
the publisher of Time, Life, and Fortune, insisted in a little book he wrote in 
1941. In this treatise Luce rhapsodized about an American century in which 
finance-capitalism and material growth would dominate because, as he said: 
“We are the inheritors of all the great principles of Western civilization — above 
all Justice, the love of Truth, and the ideal of Charity . . . [and] God has founded 
America as a global beacon of freedom.” These bombastic words seemed to 
reflect the preternatural American past while predicting the postwar mission 
and exceptional virtues of the United States." 

Thus, the Second World War is remembered primarily as a most glorious 
and unifying experience whose victorious outcome confirmed the confluence 
of capitalist abundance and democracy at home and the traditional messianic 
view of themselves as exceptional that white Americans had held since the 
nation’s beginning. Yet a multitude of mistakes, contradictions, and Faustian 
deals mixed with genuine humanitarian intentions on the part of the United 
States and came to characterize the postwar era known by the name Cold War. 
The “American Century” ostentatiously proclaimed by Luce became a reality 
in the last half of the twentieth century as the United States fought to win the 
Cold War. The official Cold War line was that because of its exceptionalism the 
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country could do no wrong as the most selfless, magnanimous nation on earth. 
But when one thinks of the horrors of the twentieth century, it is conceivable 
that in retrospect one would not want to remember it as American. 


Faulty Memories 


In 1945, postwar moralism and triumphalism dulled the memories of many 
Americans about the reasons the United States had entered the Second World 
War. Fifty years later, some thought quite rightly that the war had been fought 
because of military dictatorships trying to expand their control in Europe and 
the Far East; others recalled the war as one of justifiable vengeance after the 
Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. This is convenient because it allows most 
Americans not to think about the ethical implications of the United States 
becoming the first and only nation to drop atomic bombs. In particular, it allows 
some aging Americans to rage against those who question Truman’s decision to 
deploy the first modern weapon of mass destruction against a defeated Japan 
or to think of its use only in terms of the average soldier grateful not to be 
sent to the mainland of Japan to fight. As stories about the Holocaust leaked 
out and were confirmed at the war’s end, genocide, or what today is called 
ethnic cleansing, became in popular memory another reason why the United 
States fought World War II. By the time of the millennium, these three reasons 
for U.S. entrance into the Second World war - dictatorships, Pearl Harbor, the 
death camps — were remembered imperfectly at best by some and not at all by 
many younger Americans. 

Americans also have long since forgotten that there was another postwar 
vision, first articulated in 1941, that countered the “American Century.” It 
called for the internationalization of the New Deal in order to create a “Peo- 
ple’s Century,” in the words of Henry Wallace, then FDR’s vice president. This 
would be a world unlike the one forecast by Luce. Instead, it called for the elim- 
ination of economic cartels, colonialism, social injustice, and poverty. Eleanor 
Roosevelt supported this worldview when she wrote that the war would pro- 
duce a “revolution of people all over the world...who must control their 
governments in order to have a chance to build a better life throughout the 
world.” This meant, according to her biographer Blanche Wiesen Cook, that 
she believed there would be a “range of government-to-government aid pro- 
grams, full employment, international trade free of tariffs [and free of exploita- 
tive profits], a world marketplace of goods and ideas, a global TVA and WPA 
supported by an international lending authority.” Eleanor Roosevelt called her 
version of the “People’s Century” an example of “world thinking.”* 

Supporters of Henry Luce’s “American Century” were horrified by the 
“People’s Century” concept of government-run aid agencies and state banks 
that placed worldwide economic cooperation ahead of immediate personal or 
nationalistic gain. Instead, they “wanted private capital, supported by state 
agencies, to go international for private profit” (much like what had hap- 
pened in the 1920s). Luce’s wife, Clare Boothe, referred to this Wallace/Eleanor 
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Roosevelt New Deal version of postwar reconstruction as “globaloney.”> More 
important, statements by Winston Churchill and Walter Lippman helped ensure 
the supremacy of the “American Century” in popular culture. They confirmed 
for the average person that the country was about to fulfill its economic and 
exceptionalist vision as a special world “insulated from the sins and failures 
and travails that affected other nations, standing somehow outside of history, 
protected by its own strength and virtue.” For example, Churchill told the 
House of Commons at the end of the war: “America stands at this moment 
at the summit of the world.” The American journalist Walter Lippman said 
in even more grandiose terms: “What Rome was to the ancient world, what 
Great Britain had been to the modern world, America is to be to the world of 
tomorrow.” 4 

Little wonder that those New Deal Wilsonians in favor of a “People’s Cen- 
tury” lost the rhetorical battle over American’s role in the postwar world. Their 
opposition to an aggressive “American Century” was noticeably absent during 
the fiftieth anniversary celebrations of the Second World War. The emergence 
of the Cold War sealed the fate of the “People’s Century.” Wallace clearly saw 
what was happening, saying in May 1947: “Today, in blind fear of Commu- 
nism, we are turning aside from the United Nations. We are approaching a 
century of fear.” But by 1948, most average citizens, politicians, pundits, and 
even Eleanor Roosevelt had abandoned Wallace and his dream of a kinder, gen- 
tler, more humane world in which average people would govern in their own 
best interests rather than be governed by nation-states caught up in geopolitical 
and corporate games. She became a bona fide Cold Warrior along with most 
U.S. leaders and citizens, no longer on the cutting edge of human and civil 
rights at home as she had been in the 1930s, despite her fame as the head of the 
commission that produced the UN Declaration of Human Rights.’ 

In one sense, the most important legacy of the Second World War was the 
Cold War as the Grand Alliance of the United States, Britain, and the Soviet 
Union proved unable to sustain itself in the immediate postwar years. This 
fact has led some to say that the Cold War occurred in large measure because 
the United States would not accept the geographical, ideological, and economic 
domination of such communist nations as the Soviet Union and China in certain 
parts of the postwar world. 

This does not mean that the Cold War, as we know it, was inevitable. At 
least the swiftness with which the United States began to rearm and fight Com- 
munism was not inevitable. If Henry Wallace had been vice president in 1945 
instead of Harry Truman, the United States probably would not have so hur- 
riedly accepted the worst features of superpower competition, with all of its 
negative implications for American democracy at home. Wallace did not ignore 
what he called the “security dilemma,” but he and many lawmakers such as 
Senator Robert Taft asked hard questions of those convinced about Stalin’s 
expansionism. The “tougher we get,” Wallace predicted, “the tougher the Rus- 
sians will get.” Under a Wallace presidency, the propensity for U.S. military 
interventionism abroad would, in all likelihood, also not have materialized as 
quickly and as unthinkingly as it did. Instead, Truman renounced diplomacy 
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and opted for military containment of the “threat” of a “bloated Red Army 
sweeping over Western Europe,” despite evidence that Stalin had been forced 
to demobilize drastically in order to rebuild his war-devastated country.° 

What is clear is that beginning with Truman American presidents tended 
not to engage in diplomatic compromise with the USSR; that is, they did 
not think that they could or should negotiate until the Kremlin abandoned 
its ideology. In part, Truman’s failure of leadership at the beginning of the 
Cold War stems from his rigid application of the concept of containment. For 
most of the Cold War, containment meant “cooperation with the Soviet Union 
was impossible . . . [because] its leaders possessed an omnivorous and insatiable 
appetite for power.” Not until 1963, with the Limited Test Ban Treaty, and 
then in 1969, when Nixon became the first president to try to roll back con- 
tainment, did U.S. foreign policy accommodate any serious dealings with the 
Soviet Union (or China).7 


Atomic Bomb Rationalizations 


So the Second World War ended in 1945 (if it ended at all) on a more ambiguous 
note than Americans today usually remember. This is most evident with respect 
to memories about the dropping of the atomic bomb. That its deployment 
raised more ethical questions over fifty years ago than it does today references 
the decline in ethical standards that characterizes contemporary U.S. foreign 
policy, despite official exhortatory claims to the contrary. 

The result has been that many average Americans old enough to remember 
World War II are now intolerant of any discussion of the atomic bomb issue 
unless it is based on myth rather than fact, while ethicists around the world and 
a number of younger Americans, scholars, writers, and activists are questioning 
conventional wisdom on the subject. According to Jean-Christophe Agnew, a 
cultural historian at Yale University, “there was a lot more openness and a lot 
more doubt” expressed about the atomic bomb between 1945 and 1947 than 
there is today. In fact, though a good deal of apprehensiveness was provoked by 
what had happened to Hiroshima and Nagasaki, for the most part it remained 
a subtext to victory even while those viewing the bomb as a “good thing” 
declined from 69 percent in 1945 to 55 percent in 1947.° 

Many of the myths regarding the bomb in the popular mind relate to the 
ad hoc reasons Truman gave for its use. Standard arguments that the bomb 
was dropped to save 500,000 to a million lives have not stood up to historical 
scrutiny. In reality, initial military estimates available to Truman by June 1945 
projected American losses ranging from forty to fifty thousand — not the 250,000 
General George C. Marshall may have given Truman at Potsdam (although 
there is no record of his having done so), and certainly not the “over a million 
casualties” figure later concocted by Stimson for a February 1947 article in 
Harper’s. McGeorge Bundy, at the insistence of James B. Conant, president of 
Harvard and a former member of the president’s advisory Interim Committee 
on the atomic bomb, ghostwrote this article for Stimson (who was then eighty) 
with input from General Leslie Groves. Later, in his memoirs, Truman used a 
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less exaggerated figure, but still said that an invasion of Japan “might cost a 
half-million American lives,” but there is no military evidence for either figure.’ 

Truman and his aides later emphasized this single explanation in order to 
rationalize the action in an attempt to defuse public criticism about the ethical, 
racist, and military implications of the largest democracy on earth punishing a 
defeated enemy — criticism that arose as soon as the unprecedented destructive 
force of the atomic bomb became public.'° Among those who considered the 
bombing so “morally indefensible” that it required some “expression of guilt” 
was Reinhold Niebuhr. His opposition caused consternation among those who 
had used Niebuhr’s writings defending immoral means to attain moral results in 
the war against Germany (and later against the Soviet Union). Niebuhr’s “Chris- 
tian realism” had served the cause of war ably until the United States bombed 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Niebuhr never, however, became the strong antiwar, 
antinuclear advocate that A. J. Muste represented. In fact, Niebuhr became 
a leading liberal anti-Soviet, while from 1945 forward Muste condemned the 
argument that “nuclear war was a lesser evil than Communism and that an 
arms race could prevent war.” Not until the 1960s, during the Vietnam War, 
did Niebuhr come to the realization that “the evils of a general war with modern 
means of mass destruction are so terrible and so incalculable that it is immoral 
to prefer them to [Communist domination].” " 

Nonetheless, because of Niebuhr’s prominence as a theologian in 1945, the 
Truman administration felt obliged to respond to his unexpected criticism of 
the atomic bomb. This task fell to Conant, who said that the use of atomic 
bombs was no more immoral than the strategic firebombing of Japanese cities 
that had already taken place. (By the spring of 1945, 67 Japanese cities had 
been firebombed by B-29s and 350,000 thousand civilians incinerated — with 
the approval, among many others, of the then young Air Force colonel Robert 
S. McNamara. This was the equivalent of 58 percent of the population of 
Cleveland and 35 percent of Chicago.) Truman, in all likelihood, agreed with 
Conant that the ethics of such previous incendiary bombings was not that 
different from the ethics of using nuclear power. However, it should be noted 
that even he felt obliged to refer to God to rationalize using the atomic bomb, 
whereas he had not previously invoked Providence to justify traditional use of 
air power. ** 

Following the April 25, 1945, meeting in which Stimson gave the details 
of the Manhattan Project to Truman, the most significant meeting took place 
on June 18 among Truman and his military and civilian advisers.'> The atomic 
bomb was not the major purpose or topic of conversation at the special June 18 
meeting: the invasion of Japan was. From the existing transcripts, it is clear that 
no one seriously considered ways to avoid using the bomb, despite Assistant 
Secretary of War John J. McCloy’s 1953 claim to the contrary that he did. 
Truman and his top advisers did not ask any probing questions about its use 
then or at any other time that can be documented. There was no decision made 
about whether to use the atomic bomb, only when and where to drop it after 
it was successfully tested. The determination occurred in an offhand way on 
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July 25 while Truman was at Potsdam. There was no special meeting with 
his military or civilian advisers there; he simply gave Stimson the go-ahead 
as the secretary of war was about to return to Washington. At that point, 
according to the historian Alonzo Hamby, “militarily, the [Manhattan] project 
was on automatic pilot,” and, hence, Truman made an independent unilateral 
nondecision. "4 

To continue to support the original unsophisticated defense of an indefensible 
weapon based on saving American lives and, as Truman said, “to shorten the 
agony of war” leaves many of those without adult memories of the Second 
World War with a vague, uneasy feeling, especially now that the Cold War is 
over. Younger generations, who do not have firsthand memories of the Second 
World War, need more than the outdated conventional rationale for dropping 
the atomic bomb based on the common perception of veterans serving at the 
time in the Pacific who believed with utmost conviction that their lives were 
saved by the atomic bomb. This point of view is of little value over fifty years 
later for understanding why U.S. policy makers came to the conclusion they did 
about the atomic bomb in the summer of 1945. In essence, it came down to the 
idea that “Americans could do anything at all to win.” Yet, if the Japanese had 
done something similar to “shorten the agony of war,” Truman would have 
considered it a crime against humanity." 

Yet there was something ethically amiss about dropping the atomic bomb 
that trumped all the other presidential decisions for the rest of the Cold War. It 
was not only “the most controversial act of Truman’s presidency,” as Robert 
Ferrell has noted, it also tainted U.S. foreign policy from that time to the present. 
According to Jonathan Glover: “The use of weapons of mass destruction is 
a crime against God and man and remains a crime even if they are used in 
retaliation or for what is regarded as a morally justified end. It is forbidden 
to do evil that good may come of it.”*° By this criterion, Truman remains 
ethically culpable for his decision. Yet his failure of leadership on this issue 
can be in part blamed on the loose ends he inherited from Franklin Roosevelt’s 
arrogant exceptionalist foreign policy. Only a president more confident of his 
own abilities could have questioned what his more charismatic predecessor had 
set in motion. 

Nonetheless, mainstream historians continue to portray the use of the atomic 
bomb as another of Truman’s brave and intelligent decisions made in the heat 
of the moment that brought about the Japanese surrender. A 2005 book by 
Tsuyoshi Hasegawa reopened this debate among diplomatic historians because 
he argued that the atomic bomb did not produce the knockout punch causing 
Japan to surrender; rather, the Soviet entrance into the Pacific war did.'7 


Truman and the Origins of the Cold War 


In general, most of Truman’s other important early foreign policy decisions, 
such as the Truman Doctrine in 1947, the creation of NATO in 1949, and his 
acceptance in September 1950 of National Security Council Paper Number 68 
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(NSC-68), which argued that the only way the United States could contain the 
Soviet Union was through a massive military buildup, are usually praised or 
glossed over in the most recent biographies of the thirty-third president of the 
United States.'® Why is this the case? 

One answer is that most biographers adhere to what is known as the rational 
actor theory of history, meaning that events do not make the person, but that the 
person, acting logically, controls events. Americans, in particular, like to think 
that their presidents are in control and operating rationally, but many histo- 
rians and political scientists no longer adhere to this simplistic interpretation. 
Analysis of the influence of presidential advisers, congressional committees, and 
federal agencies, as well as economic influences, on decision making have long 
since made many scholars question the rational actor model. As with economic 
policy toward Japan before Pearl Harbor, a faceless bureaucracy often triumphs 
over the best-laid plans and intent of any given president. 

Policy toward Japan in 1941 and again in 1945 represents first one, then the 
other scenario at work. Just as ideology overrode realism when Wilson took the 
United States into World War I, so it did among those who insisted on a com- 
plete embargo of Japan in 1941, and among those who insisted that the bomb 
be used in 1945. The same bureaucratic outmaneuvering of a willing president 
can be found in Paul H. Nitze’s manipulation of the system in drafting NSC-68 
and his use of the Korean War to obtain both presidential and congressional 
approval of it. In his role as head of the State Department’s Policy Planning 
Staff, through this document Nitze laid the foundation for the “universalistic, 
moralistic theory of anti-communist containment,” establishing a “negotiating 
posture that required Soviet capitulation.” Section IV of this document con- 
tained the fear propaganda language that would become standard during the 
Cold War.'? Once again, as happened in 1917, 1941, and 1945, this founding 
document of the Cold War should be viewed as setting the ideological course 
based on American exceptionalism that often overpowered common sense in 
the formulation of U.S. foreign policy after the Second World War. 

Still another factor contributed to Truman’s setting in motion the Cold War 
so quickly. As with all presidents, it is necessary to look for their worst rather 
than their best characteristics, especially before they are elected, in order to 
anticipate how they will perform in office. In Truman’s case, his predilection 
for rash judgements and hasty decision making rushed the United States not only 
into an ideological Cold War, but also into the unnecessarily rapid militarization 
of that bipolar conflict between the United States and the USSR.*° Truman’s 
brand of rushed decisiveness based on inadequate information served him fairly 
well until he became president. After that, it combined with his feelings of 
inadequacy and inferiority in the Oval Office, as FDR’s less-than-impressive 
successor, and resulted in reckless decisions that did not always serve the country 
well.» 

A final way to explain Truman’s diplomatic decisions can be summed up in 
the phrase: Cold War mentality or mind-set. From the perspective of the end 
of the Cold War, it is possible to see a series of Faustian actions or bargains, 
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beginning with the dropping of the atomic bomb, that ate away at the Ameri- 
can soul. As the victor in that conflict, the United States has chosen not to face 
this troubling ethical dilemma or the erratic pattern of independent internation- 
alism it followed from 1945 to 1989. In the growing anticommunist hysteria 
of the late 1940s and early 1950s, the specious idea of the Soviet Union as 
powerful, expansionist, and ideologically unstoppable became imbedded in the 
American psyche before it was anywhere near true. It still lingers in standard 
writings about the early Cold War period. And so a forty-plus-year conflict 
began in which Americans and Russians did not recognize each other as legit- 
imate enemies—as justi hostes. Instead, the Cold War became one that could 
only be won by any means necessary. 


Faulty Fears 


While Truman precipitously set in motion the unethical, ideological and mili- 
taristic aspects of the Cold War, there is no denying that the United States faced 
three major problems coming out of the Second World War. The first prob- 
lem cannot be separated from the second: how to compete with Communism 
and socialism as economic systems and also as political models, especially in 
war-torn Europe. According to U.S. military estimates, the Soviet Union posed 
no immediate postwar threat, but civilian leaders determined that its economic 
system did. Even though the Military Intelligence Division concluded in July 
1947 that the USSR could not attack in Europe, let alone the United States, 
civilian and military planners ultimately disregarded all indications of “Soviet 
weakness, moderation, and circumspection,” such as its reduction of troops 
in Eastern Europe, its devastating human and infrastructure losses during the 
war, and its domestic demobilization. Instead, American leaders concentrated 
on potential Russian military capabilities and the apparent attraction of com- 
munist statism in Europe. Therefore, they decided out of fear, based on their 
perception of a future Soviet threat, to take advantage of the window of oppor- 
tunity provided by the obvious postwar weakness of the Soviet Union. Rather 
than trying to perceive the threat that the Soviets sensed in light of U.S. postwar 
power, they chose to act only on their own “heightened threat perception” and 
to exaggerate the menace posed by the USSR. Melvyn Leffler has argued that 
the fears on both sides were not completely irrational. Both were driven by 
the very real confrontation of two opposing ideologies.This led to precipitous 
military actions by the United States, such as establishing extensive overseas 
bases, military air transit and landing bases, and multi- and bilateral military 
treaties — all of which initiated the early Faustian stages of the Cold War.** 

So it was not U.S. civilian and military leaders’ fear of the armed might 
of the USSR that caused them to rush into militarizing the Cold War, it was 
their ideological fear that the American political and economic lifestyle could 
not prevail at home unless it prevailed abroad. For example, Undersecretary 
of State Dean Acheson on February ro, 1947, under aggressive questioning by 
Senator Kenneth McKellar from Tennessee about presumed Russian intentions 
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to take over not only “the remainder of Europe but perhaps the remainder 
of the world” if the Soviet Union acquired an atomic bomb, admitted that 
“Russian foreign policy is an aggressive and expanding one.” This set the stage 
for President Truman’s famous speech at Baylor University on March 6 in which 
he proclaimed that freedom was dependent on the freedom of enterprise and 
that state control of trade and planned economies were “not the American 
way.” Therefore, he both arrogantly and defensively asserted that “the whole 
world should adopt the American system” and that “the American system could 
survive in America only if it became a world system.”*3 

The first offshoot of Truman’s assertion, of course, was the Truman Doc- 
trine. Ostensibly meant only to provide economic and military aid to Greece 
and Turkey, the president’s language on March 12, 1947, implied much more. 
Among other things, he directly challenged the Soviet Union without mention- 
ing it by name when he announced the willingness of the United States “to 
help free people maintain their free institutions and national integrity against 
aggressive movements that seek to impose upon them totalitarian regimes.” 
Then he added that the United States would “support free peoples who are 
resisting attempted subjugation by armed minorities or outside pressure” and 
asked America and the world to choose between “two ways of life.” General 
Marshall, then secretary of state, Marshall’s Soviet adviser Charles Bohlen, and 
George Kennan all expressed doubts about the expansive and fear-inducing 
words that Acheson had composed for Truman.** 

This unilateral proclamation laid the groundwork for American opposition 
to legitimate nationalist anticolonial movements for the remainder of the Cold 
War because of the mistaken assumption that most “armed minorities” would 
be fostered by “outside pressure” from the Soviet Union. At the same time, it 
implicitly undercut the newly established United Nations. The next day Henry 
Wallace correctly predicted that Truman’s words 


marked a turning point in American history. For it is not a Greek crisis that we face: 
it is an American crisis. Yesterday President Truman proposed, in effect, that America 
police Russia’s every border. There is no regime too reactionary for us [referring to the 
oppressive and corrupt regimes in both Greece and Turkey], provided that it stand in 
Russia’s expansionist path. There is no country too remote to serve as a scene of contest 
which may widen until it becomes a world war. 


Almost thirty years later, Senator J. William Fulbright confirmed what Wallace 
had perceived at the time, saying: “More by far than any other factor the anti- 
Communism of the Truman Doctrine has been the guiding spirit of American 
policy since World War II.”*5 And thus the Cold War began. 


The Marshall Plan 


The Marshall Plan, officially known as the European Recovery Program (ERP), 
became the most positive offshoot of Truman’s Baylor address. It was designed 
to deal with the second postwar problem facing the United States, namely, the 
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restoration of confidence in the Wilsonian idea of liberal capitalist internation- 
alism that had appeared to collapse with the Great Depression. Hence, the 
country undertook the Marshall Plan and other economic measures to rebuild 
both the former allied and enemy powers. But this economic reconstruction 
came with political strings attached because the United States lacked confi- 
dence in the ability of democracy and capitalism to prevail in the immediate 
post-World War II years. 

Specifically, the administrative arm of the ERP was the Economic Cooper- 
ation Administration (ECA). Organized as a separate agency out of the State 
Department, its head reported only to the president, and it had an ideological 
mission in addition to rebuilding Europe: to spread the American dream and 
the American way. Although slated to end officially on December 31, 1951, the 
onset of the Korean War prompted the Marshall Plan’s demise in October of 
that year with the passage of the Mutual Security Act. This transformed the ECA 
into the Mutual Security Agency (MSA), and from that time forward money for 
military buildup abroad replaced economic assistance — under a variety of differ- 
ent names down to the present Agency for International Development (AID) - 
as the major emphasis of U.S. foreign aid. 

The Marshall Plan was not simply a response to the specific ideological- 
economic threat of Communism, it also was the beginning of a general attempt 
by the United States to “restructure the world economy along lines similar to 
the corporative order that was emerging in the United States.” In Europe, this 
meant replacing what the United States considered traditional and inefficient 
national economic systems based on labor-intensive production protected by 
high tariffs with a large-market economy, efficient technological production, 
and free trade. This attempt to make sure that such a massive recovery program 
would serve the interests of private business and financial leaders made it the 
target of such disparate critics as Wallace, Robert Taft, and Herbert Hoover, 
all of whom wrongly predicted that it would continue Europe’s “semicolonial 
dependence on the United States” and require economic restrictions, scarcity 
and high prices, and an increase in taxes at home. In fact, the United States 
industrial and agricultural sectors profited from the $13 billion in foreign aid 
distributed under the Marshall Plan. Their exports boomed because of the 
stipulation that the money had to be spent on American products. While the 
Marshall Plan may have not been the only reason for the industrial “take-off” 
of postwar Europe, it contributed significantly to it.*° 

Because the Marshall Plan was part of “America’s twentieth-century search 
for a new economic order at home and abroad,” it had strategic and political, as 
well as economic, goals for shaping the Cold War world. It should come as no 
surprise, therefore, that the first assignment of a new covert agency within the 
CIA called the Office of Policy Coordination (OPC) was to provide secret non- 
military political and psychological assistance to the Marshall Plan, especially 
in France and Italy, in order to subvert elections that might favor communist or 
socialist politicians. In Germany and Austria the Marshall Plan, with CIA help, 
supported huge information programs to counter anti-American sentiment, to 
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control the press, and to limit the number of “acceptable” parties in elections. 
In this manner, the Truman administration “added a Cold War corollary to the 
[Wilsonian] principle of self-determination: massive foreign aid and nonmili- 
tary covert operations to reshape war-torn Europe in the image of the United 
States.” 27 

Nowhere was U.S. fear of failure in the struggle against Communism more 
evident or more counterproductive than in postwar Czechoslovakia. Distrust 
of the West over Munich and opposition to the economic revitalization of West 
Germany under the Marshall Plan temporarily united communist and noncom- 
munist parties in the Czech National Front, which tried unsuccessfully to carve 
out greater social and economic democracy for the country through its own 
brand of state socialism. Unfortunately, many noncommunist Czech intellectu- 
als allowed the Czechoslovak Communist Party (KSC) to set the terms of the 
political debate between 1945 and 1948 instead of constructing a viable alter- 
native to the communist program. As a result, they contributed to “creat[ing] 
a context in which the Communist party could and did obtain widespread 
support, substantially easing its path to total power.” >85 

The conventional Cold War version argued that a brave Czech majority 
opposed to Communism was simply overwhelmed by the unpopular but Soviet- 
financed KSC after the mysterious death in February 1948 of Czechoslovakia’s 
Foreign Minister Jan Masaryk. This interpretation has now been questioned 
as the basic reason for the communist takeover of that country later in the 
year. While some Czechs initially responded positively to the general idea of 
economic aid from the United States, the Truman administration insisted on 
its international economic plans based on a strong West German economy 
and expanding markets, thus compromising the position of the noncommu- 
nist Czechs and thereby contributing to the success of the communist coup in 
1948. Washington did not understand that except for Catholics, most Czechs 
actually preferred some form of socialism after the war. Because U.S.-imposed 
financial and economic controls excluded Soviet participation, the Marshall 
Plan not only prompted the USSR “to clamp down on Czechoslovakia and 
Eastern Europe,” but also set in motion the division of the world into two 
camps, of which East and West Germany became the first symbol.*? 

In retrospect, however, as unilateral and rigid as the Marshall Plan appeared 
on paper, most European nations welcomed, even “invited such American aid 
and in the process exercise[d] a considerable degree of autonomy with the 
framework of the ERP.” Try as American leaders might, they never succeeded 
in “recasting Europe in the image of American neocapitalism” because France 
and Italy used the threat of communist victories to avoid making economic 
and social reforms. The West Germans did likewise, using the threat of rising 
nationalism, and even the English “negotiated a special position for themselves 
in the ERP.” In the end, the Marshall Plan became “one of the most successful 
peacetime foreign polices launched by the United States” in the twentieth cen- 
tury because it wasn’t based on crude military interventionism. Instead, it was 
applied to countries that had a history of industrial development, functioning 
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political systems, and commitment to rehabilitating their war-torn economies. 
Washington administered the plan in Europe in a much more mild-mannered 
and sometimes cooperative way than the subsequent unilateral actions it took 
in Greece, Central America, Southeast Asia, and Africa to protect its self- 
proclaimed economic and strategic interests.*° In the rest of the world America 
would insist in a more heavy-handed way on imposing its version of democracy 
and capitalism abroad during the Cold War, with the former usually taking a 
backseat to the latter. 

Unfortunately, the best of American materialist postwar fear and drive, as 
represented by the Marshall Plan, officially ended in 1951. After that, raw 
economic power combined with two less positive aspects of the ideological 
premises of U.S. foreign policy in the twentieth century — namely, its deep-seated 
racism and, since the Bolshevik Revolution, its improvident anti-Communism. 
All three played important roles as the United States conducted diplomacy 
during the Cold War in the name of national security. 


Minority Rights Redux 


The third and least publicized problem confronting the United States after 1945 
came straight out of the 1920s and 1930s. What to do with minority groups? In 
general, the former allied powers and America agreed that never again should 
minority rights be allowed to disrupt international relations, as they had in the 
interwar years. 

As noted previously, after World War I ethnic or religious minorities had 
often found themselves isolated within new national boundaries. Since the man- 
date system and bilateral minority treaties had failed to protect such vulnerable 
groups in the 1920s, 1930s, and early 1940s, a study issued by the UN sec- 
retary general in 1947 deemed the entire League of Nations’ protection of 
minorities system generally null and void, based on the doctrine of changed cir- 
cumstances. Consequently, the international community decided after World 
War II to enforce mass migrations in order to avoid creating more minority 
groups because of the negative attitude toward minorities created in the inter- 
war years, which was based on the belief that German minorities had fostered 
Hitler’s aggressive militarism against other European countries. In this sense, 
the “issue of minorities was deliberately ‘de-internationalized’” after the Second 
World War.3" 

Instead of group rights, all people would be protected by the institution- 
alization of individual human rights through the United Nations. Individuals 
could petition the UN against forced repatriation if they so chose, but in general 
massive repatriation was the rule of the day because it was thought it would be 
easier to protect human rights if fewer minorities were left unprotected from 
hostile majorities within post-World War II nation-states. In fact, a rule of 
thumb developed that any European country made up of less than 80 percent 
of one ethnic majority could not be stable. The Cold War period did not favor 
establishing norms for protecting minorities as groups. Instead, it was thought 
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that having the United Nations proclaim itself in favor of general and universal 
protection of individual human rights would “automatically take care of the 
problems of persons belonging to minorities and hence of minority rights as 
groups.” 37 

This assumption did not prove correct after 1945 because — despite the Chap- 
ter VII provisions of the UN Charter calling for force to maintain “international 
peace and security,” the 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights, and two 
1966 International Covenants — “the normal response of states to humanitarian 
outrages during the cold war was non-intervention.” Tragic examples of such 
nonintervention include the mass murder in the 1960s and 1970s of Tutsis in 
Burundi, of Ibos when Biafra tried to secede from Nigeria, and of East Timorese 
when Indonesia invaded and annexed that country. Even when armed interven- 
tions took place during the Cold War — ostensibly to save lives — the motives of 
the invading nations were questioned by the international community and such 
actions were judged to be exceptions to the prevailing consensus within the UN 
that sovereignty and nonintervention had to be respected. As a result, India’s 
1971 intervention in East Pakistan, Vietnam’s 1978 intervention in Cambodia, 
and Tanzania’s 1978 intervention in Uganda were all viewed with suspicion, 
even though each of them resulted in stopping existing human rights violations. 
In the case of the first, intervention created the state of Bangladesh; the second 
contributed to the elimination of the vicious Pol Pot regime; and the third ended 
the reign of Idi Amin.” 

Throughout the Cold War the international community did not embrace 
either humanitarian interventions or the right of minorities to self-determina- 
tion within established nation-states. Little wonder that critics have argued 
that Wilson’s altruistic idealism not only failed during the interwar years, but 
that during the Cold War years it devolved into a “fundamentally sentimental, 
megalomaniacal, and ahistorical vision of world democracy organized on the 
American example...[that] has led to disastrous consequences for the past 
80 years... [which] seem to have left no trace on the minds of Wilson’s mod- 
ern followers.” Yet advocates of Wilsonianism continued to assert that it has 
always represented the fusion of “national interest and moral conviction... 
[representing American foreign policy] at its best,” refusing to recognize the 
harm that Wilson’s vision of an economic interdependent and pluralistic world 
did to both group and individual human rights. *# 

While dealing with the three major post-World War II problems just dis- 
cussed, the United States repeatedly compromised and contradicted its own 
rhetoric on these specific issues: (1) the highly charged racial aspects of 
decolonization; (2) support for nationalist, democratic movements; and (3) free 
trade. 

With respect to the first and second of these issues, The United States and 
Decolonization, edited by David Ryan and Victor Pungong, documents how 
and why the United States turned a blind eye to many legitimate nationalist 
demands for self-determination and democracy on the part of peoples of color. 
American racism at home and abroad, a fear that European allies — France 
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and England, in particular — might withdraw from NATO, and an insistence on 
preventing the United Nations from focusing on the worldwide racism of former 
colonial powers in their decolonization processes all played a role.35 At the 
beginning of the Cold War the United States supported old colonial domination 
by cooperating with and supporting white rule, particularly in Africa. 


Angola as a Case Study in Decolonization 


This policy was given its most explicit certification in the 1970 National Secu- 
rity Study Memorandum (NSSM) 39 of the Nixon administration — one of the 
few to be completely declassified during his presidency. It resulted from Nixon’s 
review of the remaining white regimes in Africa — those in Angola, Rhodesia, 
and South Africa. It recommended that Washington “maintain public oppo- 
sition to racial oppression, but relax political isolation and economic restric- 
tions on white states.” In a word, the “tar baby” approach allowed the United 
States to engage in “selective relaxation of [its] stance toward white regimes” 
while at the same time publicly opposing “racial oppression.” In keeping with 
NSSM 39, Nixon accepted the Byrd Amendment, which weakened U.S. eco- 
nomic sanctions against the white Rhodesian government by allowing other 
countries to purchase its chrome and other minerals. Under Nixon, the United 
States also relaxed the long-standing arms embargo against South Africa.3° 
The “tar baby” policy continued, with one or two exceptions, until 1975. Even 
after that, the United States supported black factions in Africa only if they were 
anticommunist. 

Angola is a prime example of the “tar baby” policy and remains in a state 
of turmoil as a result of Cold War policies of the United States and the Soviet 
Union. Civil war began in Angola in 1961 with three tribal groups — each with 
the backing of superpowers or their surrogates — vying to bring independence to 
their nation. The Soviet Union supported the Popular Front for the Liberation of 
Angola (MPLA), ultimately led by José Eduardo dos Santos; China and Zaire 
subsidized the National Front for the Liberation of Angola (FNLA), led by 
Holden Roberto; and the United States backed the National Union for the Total 
Independence of Angola (UNITA), headed by Jonas Savimbi. However, the 
United States had also been giving covert aid to Roberto off and on since 1961. 
Such aid undermined a tripartite transitional government that had been set up 
by the three liberation movements meeting in Alvor, Portugal, in January 1975, 
and violated federal legislation barring further covert aid to those contending 
for power in Angola.37 

Neither Congress nor the public knew about this payment of $300,000 to 
Roberto, who used it to set off a full-scale civil war by attacking the MPLA. 
The Soviets and Cubans responded and saved the MPLA from annihilation 
and appeared to have won the day over the United States. So the CIA requested 
more secret funding for both the FNLA and the UNITA from the NSC 40 Com- 
mittee, which oversaw covert operations. Although African specialists within 
the State Department opposed this request, Henry Kissinger did not, so the 
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NSC 40 Committee, which he chaired and which oversaw all CIA covert activ- 
ity, approved $14 million in June and expanded the amount to $32 million by 
September. Nonetheless, the MPLA prevailed, and when Congress found out 
in November about this covert activity, it passed the Clark Amendment to the 
Defense appropriations bill in December 1975, terminating the Angola opera- 
tion . At the same time, the U.S. Senate officially barred further covert American 
support to the ongoing civil war. This was the first (and last) time Congress sus- 
pended a CIA operation. While both President Gerald Ford and Kissinger tried 
to blame Congress for the American defeat in Angola, Dick Clark (D-Iowa) and 
other members of Congress concluded that the administration had mishandled 
the situation and had even provoked Soviet and Cuban intervention.’ 

Civil war continued in Angola for another twenty-seven years, with UNITA 
and the MPLA killing with each other at a cost of at least 500,000 lives. A 
peace agreement in 1990 led to elections in 1992, but when Savimbi lost to 
dos Santos, he renewed the fighting. By the end of 1993, Savimbi controlled 
65 percent of Angola, and approximately a third of the population and more 
than 30,000 on both sides had died. In that year the United States recognized 
the MPLA government because dos Santos had abandoned Communism. Even 
though another peace agreement was signed in 1994, internecine strife contin- 
ued because Savimbi did not demilitarize the UNITA and began retaking towns 
he had given up.*? 

Although Angola is awash in oil (only six countries produce more 
petroleum), two-thirds of its citizens live in abject poverty, dependent on the 
World Food Program and unaided by Chevron Texaco, which pumps 60 per- 
cent of Angola’s oil. The United States buys more than half of this oil (more 
than it buys from Kuwait). Oil companies refuse to make public the large sums 
they are paying to the MPLA government for their oil rights — extortion money 
that is feeding corruption and making the Angolan army the most powerful in 
Africa. Savimbi was killed in 2002, but the suffering of the people of this oil-rich 
country continues as a testament to the foolery of the Cold War. After George 
W. Bush welcomed dos Santos to the White House in 2002, a U.S. embassy 
official in the $40-million-dollar fortified embassy in Luanda proclaimed in 
language reminiscent of Cold War rhetoric: “Angola can be a force for democ- 
racy, stability, and economic development.” 4° 

Whether the United States pursued democracy in former colonial areas dur- 
ing the Cold War to the degree that it has claimed and whether, even if it had, 
democracy would “have taken” in newly emerging nations are legitimate ques- 
tions. With respect to the first, the degree to which the United States actually 
implemented rather than simply talked about advancing democracy abroad in 
the twentieth century can certainly be questioned. According to Larry Diamond, 
“American diplomacy did not make promoting democracy a major goal” in the 
last century, either in terms of money spent to aid democratic institutions or 
as a result of covert and overt military interventions. Instead, it inconsistently 
concentrated on “exporting” the American model of democracy, which was 
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“ill-suited to poor, unstable, and divided countries,” or pretended that democ- 
racies existed where they didn’t.*" 


Middle Eastern Oil 


The Middle East constituted an area of the world where the United States pur- 
sued oil and not democracy during the Cold War. Even before the Cold War 
began, as previously noted, Franklin Roosevelt set the stage to counter British 
and Dutch domination of Middle Eastern oil by arranging for both Iran and 
Saudi Arabia to receive lend-lease aid and cash. The United States had been 
interested in Middle Eastern oil reserves since the 1920s, but the area did not 
become a primary object of diplomacy until during and after the Second World 
War. Truman faced two postwar oil problems. First, there was the indigenous 
threat of rising Arab nationalism and Muslim fundamentalism, about which he 
showed little concern. Second, although Great Britain, the United States, and 
the USSR had occupied Iran during the war, Stalin did not completely with- 
draw his troops when the UK and America did. The Soviet Union did not need 
Iranian oil but, according to George Kennan, feared “potential foreign pene- 
tration” in northern Iran. Consequently, Stalin meddled in Iranian politics on 
behalf of the Autonomous People’s Republic of Azerbaijan and the Kurdish Peo- 
ple’s Republic, keeping the Iranians from controlling these separatist uprisings. 
Stalin also obtained a northern oil concession and convinced the Iranian prime 
minister, Qavam as-Saltaneh, to appoint three Communists to his cabinet. To 
say the least, this irritated Truman, and so he exaggerated and publicized a 
Soviet threat to the area. Then he encouraged Mohammed Reza Shah Pahlavi, 
who had succeeded his father to the throne in 1941, to dismantle the separatist 
regimes and to refuse to ratify the Soviet oil deal.4* 

Eisenhower and John Foster Dulles continued Truman’s policy of countering 
so-called Soviet penetration by boycotting Iranian oil once the new prime min- 
ister, Mohammed Mossadegh, began to nationalize his country’s oil reserves. 
The shah left the country for a long “vacation” after Mossadegh was elected 
head of the government in 1953, but not until he (the shah) had been assured 
that England and the United States had set in motion a covert operation to 
overthrow this highly nationalist leader and restore private ownership of the 
oil fields. “The American intervention of August 1953 was a momentous event 
in the history of Iranian-American relations,” according to James A. Bill. It 
“left a running wound that bled for twenty-five years and contaminated rela- 
tions with the Islamic Republic of Iran following the revolution of 1978-79.” 
The fact that Mossadegh “was neither a Communist nor a communist sympa- 
thizer” was beside the point. Operation Ajax, headed by the CIA’s Middle East 
chief, Kermit Roosevelt, aided by General H. Norman Schwarzkopf (whose son 
commanded U.S. forces in the 1991 Persian Gulf War), restored the shah to the 
Peacock Throne, and he promptly agreed to sell oil through an international 
consortium, 40 percent of which was owned by American oil companies. This 
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Faustian operation also signified that the United States had replaced England 
as the dominant oil power of the Middle East and marked the beginning of 
a relationship with the shah that exacerbated relations with Arab nationalists 
and Muslim fundamentalists and finally exploded in the late 1970.43 

Securing oil instead of securing democracy dominated American diplomacy 
in the Middle East during the Cold War. In particular, the United States aimed 
at promoting exaggerated notions about Soviet encroachment in the area, keep- 
ing oil prices low, and, after 1948, first protecting and then arming the state of 
Israel, particularly after the impressive Israeli defeat of Egypt and Syria (then 
aligned with Russia) in 1967. U.S. influence in the area increased geometrically 
after Britain withdrew from the Gulf in 1971, and America began to curry 
favor with the newly independent states of Bahrain, Qatar, the United Arab 
Emirates, and Oman without ever suggesting that these sheikhdoms democ- 
ratize. Throughout the Cold War the United States “flaunt[ed] the banner of 
democracy in the Middle East only when that advanc[ed] its economic, military 
or strategic interests.” 44 

The deference and favoritism shown Iran and especially Saudi Arabia began 
with FDR and increased as the United States became more and more dependent 
on Middle Eastern oil reserves. From Eisenhower through Reagan, the United 
States massively reinforced the military strength of Saudi Arabia and Iran (until 
the shah was overthrown in 1979). In 1962, Kennedy even sent in troops when 
Saudi power was threatened by the civil war in Yeman.*5 

Except for Richard Nixon, no modern American president has significantly 
deviated from the policy initiated by FDR aimed at guaranteeing a continuous 
supply of cheap oil. Although Nixon had built his early political career partially 
off the largesse of California oil interests, by the early 1970s he ignored warn- 
ings from American oil executives that the bargaining power over oil prices had 
shifted from them in favor of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Coun- 
tries (OPEC). Instead, Nixon, according to one account, “personally gave the 
Shah [of Iran] permission to buy any conventional weapon in the American 
arsenal” in order to build another “trusted local power” (in addition to Israel) 
in the Middle East. However, the shah could pay for these weapons only by 
increasing oil prices through OPEC, which was then under his “moderate lead- 
ership.” That moderation ceased, however, with the onset of the 1973 October 
[Yom Kippur] War. When the United States began an arms airlift to Israel in 
October, OPEC quadrupled oil prices and then instituted a five-month embargo 
on oil to the United States, during which time Kissinger “talked publicly about 
the possibility of seizing Persian Gulf facilities should the embargo escalate 
into a strangulation of American industrial capacity.” The bitter memory of 
this embargo prompted the Congressional Research Service (CRS) military fea- 
sibility study discussed below.*° 

Nixon’s choice of Iran and Israel over U.S. oil interests and his free market 
policy for arms exports to a series of favored Middle Eastern countries meant 
higher oil prices for the United States. Regardless, this policy continued under 
Ford, Carter, Reagan, and Bush Sr., until the first Gulf War produced much 
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deserved criticism of it and of the erratic restriction of production by OPEC 
that the Nixon administration had set in motion. This war also transformed 
the role of American presidents from one of privately negotiating U.S. access 
to oil reserves to publicly waging war for those resources. 

In 1975, the Congressional Research Service presented to the Special Sub- 
committee on Investigations of the House Committee on International Rela- 
tions a feasibility study detailing what would be required for the United States 
to take over Persian Gulf oil facilities through force. It was based in part on an 
early neo-conservative article by Robert W. Tucker in the January 1975 issue 
of Commentary, entitled “Oil: The Issue of American Intervention.” Increas- 
ingly, during and after the Cold War, the much-touted free flow of oil was (and 
is) guaranteed not by OPEC or the “world market,” but by American armed 
forces or American sale of arms to select groups of oil-producing nations in the 
Middle East. To date, Middle Eastern oil supplies have still not been guaranteed 
by democracy. 


The Myth of Free Trade 


The final Cold War issue over which the United States contravened itself is 
that of free trade — an essential component of neo-liberal economics. In this 
instance, the country entered into domestic Faustian agreements as well as 
international ones. The United States strayed from free trade principles right 
after the Second World War. Although many American leaders in the 1940s 
and 1950s believed that economic nationalism had contributed to that conflict, 
their professed public faith in multilateral trade liberalization soon succumbed 
to maintaining Cold War alliances. Technically speaking, the argument in favor 
of free trade has always been a unilateral one because it assumes that “a country 
serves its own interests by pursuing free trade regardless of what other coun- 
tries may do.” But the United States did not follow such a policy following the 
Second World War. Instead, it revived the postwar economies of Europe, Japan, 
Korea, Taiwan, Mexico, and Brazil, not by insisting on its proclaimed free trade 
principles, but by privately accepting the protectionist policies of those nations 
and making “some big tariff cuts” without insisting on reciprocity, often at the 
expense of domestic industries — steel being the most obvious example. Privately, 
the Bureau of the Budget admitted that domestic “economic objectives... must 
be subordinated to our politico-security objectives,” and President Truman’s 
assistant secretary of state for economic affairs said that “the great question is 
whether the country is willing to decide in the broader national self-interest to 
reduce tariffs and increase United States imports even though some domestic 
industry may suffer serious injury.” When the security interests of the Cold 
War conflicted with the best interests of American workers, cities, and certain 
industries, American leaders turned a blind eye or laconically recalled, as former 
Federal Reserve chairman Paul A. Volcker did, that “the strength and prosper- 
ity of the American economy was too evident to engender concern about the 
cost.” 47 
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It fell to economic historians to document that the result of weaning political 
allies from the postwar temptation of state socialism or even state capitalism 
marked the “deindustrialization [of] the United States” because decision makers 
were “prepared to allow discrimination against [American] exports to allevi- 
ate the strain of involvement in international trade for its allies.” According 
to Stephen Krasner, the “United States used its power ...to promote general 
political goals rather than specific [domestic] economic interests.” This was the 
major reason why the United States administered the economic aspects of the 
Marshall Plan in such a mild-mannered fashion in order to create an “empire by 
invitation,” or what Charles S. Maier has called “consensual American hege- 
mony.” 48 

For all Washington’s talk about postwar trade liberalization, the United 
States did not always benefit from free trade because of the lack of reciprocity 
following World War II. Through the 1960s, America’s so-called free trade pol- 
icy advantaged its trading partners more than it did certain domestic industries 
such as steel because it accepted European subsidies and tariffs without always 
imposing its own or demanding some form of reciprocity. Yet as long as U.S. 
trade expanded worldwide, demands for protection from scattered segments 
of domestic industry did not receive serious governmental attention. Beginning 
in the 1970s, however, the nation’s excessive consumerism produced a trade 
deficit that has continued unabated ever since. So by the end of the Cold War 
the “the pattern of foreign trade that resulted from the failure of the United 
States to have a trade policy that protected its national interests,” according 
to the economic historian John M. Culbertson, “was the central and decisive 
cause in the economic decline of the United States” in terms of its chronic trade 
and account deficits, wage stagnation, and weak productivity.*? 

For example, between 1947 and 1967 six multilateral rounds of the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) did not appear to have a negative 
effect on the U.S. economy. There was reasonable economic growth (averaging 
3.5 percent annually), and both median family income and the weekly earnings 
of workers in factories rose (80 and 55 percent, respectively). But after the 1967 
Kennedy Round concessions were extended and then ended in 1972, greater 
import competition forced factory closings; economic growth fell; median fam- 
ily income stagnated; and real weekly earnings fell 13 percent from 1973 to 
1995. These developments occurred because corporate America responded to 
greater global competition by cutting costs, moving plants abroad, and down- 
sizing — all in the name of jump-starting the economy, regardless of worker 
pain. This has meant increased profits for the CEOs of the top 3 percent of 
American companies, but little substantial recovery for the overall domestic or 
world economy. In fact, profits and wage redistribution began to be more and 
more skewed by the end of the Cold War. In order to avoid necessary regu- 
lation, multinational corporations — some of which “are as big and powerful 
as nations” — have promoted a failed unilateral free trade policy or, at most, 
a “strategic trade policy” rather than a reciprocal one. Sometimes referred 
to as “managed trade,” strategic trade policy permits a “limited government 
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industrial policy consisting of carefully targeted subsidies” for certain domestic 
producers. Which sectors of the U.S. economy are truly strategic and whether 
a strategic trade policy would benefit the country as much as free trade based 
on reciprocity remains to be determined. There is a lack of convincing evidence 
for gains to the United States if it adopted an aggressive managed economy 
approach-to say nothing of the political debate it would generate.‘° 

At the beginning of the twenty-first century even orthodox economists began 
to question the rhetorical promotion of free trade on the part of multinational 
corporations and by both Democratic and Republican administrations. They 
found that free trade had always been oversold and at least since the 1980s had 
not served the postindustrial trade needs of the United States. Yet free trade 
remains the mantra of unregulated globalization in the post-Cold War era even 
though the United States continues not to adhere to free trade principles. The 
idea that American private enterprise could maintain wages and employment 
at home in order to continue to fuel domestic consumption while at the same 
time transferring production to cheap labor abroad as it faced more regional 
economic competition and as its global markets declined proved fallacious. 
Polls indicate that the American public has lost faith in the putative positive 
impact of “free trade vis-a-vis the negative impact on jobs, wages, and the 
environment,” but corporate America and most politicians, regardless of party, 
continue to claim otherwise, despite disturbing economic statistics since the 
1970s. 

So the Cold War ended with a number of American twentieth-century foreign 
policy myths well ensconced and with serious economic and diplomatic prob- 
lems unresolved. The major ones consisted of the country’s well-intentioned 
desire to spread its economic, political, and cultural values globally based on 
the three nineteenth-century foreign policy concepts that had survived the First 
World War: democracy based on self-determination, free trade as a means for 
promoting peace and prosperity, and international cooperation. Unfortunately, 
these goals became snarled with the all-consuming drive to triumph over Com- 
munism at any cost, including adopting the tactics of the enemy and fear mon- 
gering, leading the United States to become the world’s largest military security 
state. In the process, Faustian bargains and rampant independent internation- 
alism often prevailed over both common sense and democratic, humanitarian 
considerations. Perhaps as important, the Cold War transformed the execu- 
tive branch into the dominant branch of government, profoundly changing the 
nature of the American presidency and threatening the constitutional principle 
of separation of powers. 


Cold War Transformation of the American Presidency 


The power of modern American presidents manifests itself in its purest form in 
the global arena, where their actions as commander in chief can determine the fate 
of the human race. . . . However, the president’s latitude for independent action is 
even greater in the unstructured post—cold war world than it was during the cold 
war when the threat of mutual destruction concentrated minds and constrained 
actions. 

Fred I. Greenstein, The Presidential Difference (2000) 


To talk of the Cold War only in terms of the impact it had on U.S. foreign 
policy overlooks how it affected the American presidency. Of the forty-three 
presidents the United States has had, only twelve of them have held office since 
1933: FDR, Truman, Eisenhower, JFK, LBJ, Nixon, Ford, Carter, Reagan, Bush 
Sr., Clinton, and Bush Jr. Of these, nine have served since 1960, and, except 
for Eisenhower, they all had previous political experience, including five ex- 
governors and five vice presidents (three of whom had been senators). Only 
one, JFK, went directly from being a senator to president, and all twelve are 
known as modern presidents. 

Compared to traditional or premodern presidencies (from George Wash- 
ington through Calvin Coolidge), in which “Congress was the main engine of 
national policy-making,” * modern presidents are modern because they, rather 
than Congress, have become the major force driving U.S. diplomacy. Granted, 
there were a few notable exceptions: the temporary assertions of legislative 
power in the mid-1930s, and at the end of the Vietnam War and Watergate. 
How did this transfer of power from Congress to the executive branch occur 
so quickly when the reverse had been true for the previous 150 years of U.S. 
history? In particular, why did Congress in the course of the Cold War give up 
its constitutional responsibility for declaring war? 

The answer in one sense is very simple. Since the onset of the Cold War 
over fifty years ago, American presidents have assumed “semi-constitutional” 
powers for conducting U.S. foreign policy in the name of national security. 
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These increased “semi-constitutional” powers accruing to the Oval Office in the 
course of the Cold war remain solidly in place in the post-Cold War era, waiting 
to be exercised on the whim or wisdom of any current or future president. The 
imperial presidency is, therefore, in the eye of the beholder because only some 
presidents are accused of being imperial when the power they are capable of 
exercising is the same. 

The Cold War created these enhanced powers when the term “national secu- 
rity” came to mean “the need for open-ended commitments and the capabil- 
ity of anticipating and responding to political and military changes anywhere 
in the world.” For example, the Cold War gave U.S. presidents aggrandized 
authority to enter into secret executive agreements without accountability even 
if they violate human rights or international law, to impound funds, to attach 
signing statements to legislation voiding sections deemed objectionable by the 
White House, to conduct covert and overt military interventions abroad with- 
out congressional approval, and to engage in “unrestricted nuclear crisis man- 
agement.”* 

From 1932 to 1983, Congress tried to “exert a measure of control over 
executive lawmaking with the legislative veto,” which allowed either house of 
Congress to disapprove executive orders within sixty or ninety days. In 1983, the 
Supreme Court specifically denied this right of legislative veto to Congress. Prior 
to this decision, however, with very few exceptions, the Court usually upheld 
the “inherent” presidential authority represented by most executive agreements 
(or what have been referred to since Clinton as “presidential memoranda”) 
issued on domestic or diplomatic matters. The number of executive agreements 
increased so rapidly after 1945 that they actually vitiated the traditional treaty 
process requiring congressional approval. The ratio of executive agreements to 
treaties from the end of the Second World War to the early 1990s was seven 
to one. Between 1985 and 1989, Reagan alone approved 1,271 international 
agreements, but of those he sent only 47 actual treaties to the Senate.’ 

The War Powers Resolution passed by Congress in 1973 during the contro- 
versy over Watergate, along with other statutes that provided for some form of 
legislative veto, proved useless in preventing presidents from unilaterally com- 
mitting U.S. troops abroad. To a large degree, “the modern presidency is by far 
a creature of war, war against the wider outside world, and real and metaphor- 
ical wars against the American people themselves.” As Walter LaFeber has 
correctly observed: “In reality [the War Powers Resolution] gives the President 
the power to wage war for sixty days without congressional approval, a power 
that the founders wisely did not give the chief executive in 1787.” In light of 
the weapons of mass destruction now available to presidents as a result of the 
Cold War, “sixty days can be a lifetime.”4 

In all likelihood, the exponential expansion of media coverage since the 
1940s would also have increased the powers of the executive office, making 
modern presidents “engines” of diplomacy, but these powers probably would 
have materialized less quickly and less undemocratically without the Cold War. 
A more abstract reason for the emergence of the imperial characteristics of 
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the modern presidency is that the public has accepted the media-promoted 
notion that the president embodies the myth about the exceptional role that the 
United States was destined to play during the Cold War. As a result, Americans 
seldom question the country’s good intentions or the naive assumption about 
the ease with which liberty (i.e., American democracy and capitalism) can be 
transferred anywhere in the world. To paraphrase Tom Dooley, the famous 
medical missionary who worked with the CIA in Southeast Asia in the “struggle 
for freedom” against the fear of a communist takeover, the United States is just 
trying “to do what we can for people who ain’t got it so good.”5 

Congruently, successive occupants of the Oval Office seem to have come 
close to believing that the foreign powers of the president should be beyond 
congressional, judicial, or public control. Woodrow Wilson anticipated this 
development even before he occupied the Oval Office when he said that “the 
initiative in foreign affairs, which the President possesses without restriction 
whatever, is virtually the power to control them absolutely.” At the same time, 
there is also greater “potential for backlash in response to the president’s actions 
creat[ing] the danger that a president’s use of command power will weaken 
rather than enhance his leadership,” especially if an individual policy is in fact, 
or is misperceived by the media to be, a personal or public failure. Examples 
of events that redounded to the discredit of presidents include JFK’s Bay of Pigs 
fiasco; LBJ’s injudicious commitment of U.S. troops in Vietnam; Nixon’s abuse 
of power in covering up the secret bombing of Cambodia and Laos and the 
Watergate break-in; Ford’s overreaction (on Kissinger’s advice) in using force 
in the 1975 Mayaguez incident, which resulted in the unnecessary deaths of 
forty-one Marines; Carter’s mishandling of the U.S. hostage situation in Iran; 
and Reagan’s hostages-for-arms scandal — except that Reagan, unlike his pre- 
decessors, walked away unscathed from this unprecedented violation of con- 
gressional and constitutional standards. It remains to be seen whether George 
W. Bush can rebound in the same way as Reagan from his mismanagement of 
the war in Iraq. 


The Imponderable Presidency 


Even if the man who occupies it temporarily taints the office, as Richard Nixon 
and Bill Clinton did, the power and prestige of the office remains. Its dignity is 
almost immediately restored when a new president enters the Oval Office. Gerry 
Ford returned respect to the White House, as did George W. Bush, even though 
his delayed victory in 2000 initially made him less surefooted and imposing than 
most incoming presidents in recent memory. The power, prestige, and dignity 
of the office of the presidency and its imperial potential exists, regardless of 
the misconduct or successes or failures of any individual president. The only 
limits on presidential power are the degree to which the president is in control 
of himself, his ability to manipulate the press, and, most recently, his ability to 
take advantage of gridlock or divided government under certain circumstances. 
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With the onset of the postmodern presidency in the 1990s, the office assumed 
imponderable overtones. This means that by the beginning of the twenty-first 
century it had become next to impossible to discern with any accuracy the true 
personality, character, or future policies of those running for the highest office 
in the land because the American presidency had become imponderable as well 
as imperial. Candidates now hide themselves behind manufactured personas 
designed by public relations experts to sell their putative best characteristics 
to the public. So “imponderable” means that it has become more difficult for 
average citizens, and even for pundits, to recognize the true nature of the person 
who is a presidential candidate or how he will perform in office. This is why 
voters must look for the worst characteristics in presidential candidates hiding 
beneath their surface pre-packaged best ones.7 

In part, the imponderable presidency is also the result of the conscious dumb- 
ing down of presidential candidates to the point that in 2000 the public was 
subjected to the ridiculous spectacle of George W. Bush and Al Gore compet- 
ing to claim they had lower college grades than other. Americans, since the 
Second World War at least, have not wanted “smarties” to occupy the Oval 
Office — think about the perceived “smartness” of defeated candidates such as 
Dewey, Stevenson, Mondale, and Dukakis, Gore, and Kerry compared to those 
who won — Truman, Eisenhower, Reagan, and the two Bushes. (The exception 
occurred in 1992 — both Clinton and Dole could claim the title of intellectual.) 
Anti-intellectualism seems to be “one of the more venerable traits of Ameri- 
can voters” — at least, “they do not always respect politicians who act smart. 
Instead, voters trust those who seem more like themselves, even if those politi- 
cians are masking their intelligence to better appeal to common folk [i.e., the 
lowest common denominator].” Indeed, “there is a sense even among some 
scholars . .. that smarties make lousy presidents.” Americans seem to be look- 
ing for the “ideal blend of brains and Bubba” in presidents, as a New York 
Times article put in back in June of 2000, and in 2004 most Americans agreed 
that they would rather have a beer and pretzels with Bush than wine and brie 
with Kerry.® 

The presidency has also become imponderable because of the appearance 
of less-than-qualified candidates based on male-model good looks, or financial 
backing for garnering votes in front-loaded primaries, instead of their ability 
to govern. Its takes two very different talents to be a successful president. The 
first is the ability to raise money and get elected; the second is the ability to lead 
the most powerful nation in the world. Another reason that the presidency has 
become imponderable is that more recent presidents (and candidates for the 
presidency) have increasingly relied on polls and focus groups for determining 
policy rather than on principle or vision. This means of governing was all 
but perfected by Bill Clinton, and it has not disappeared as a rule of thumb 
under the George W. Bush, despite his aides’ statements to the contrary. For all 
of these reasons, the modern American presidency has become imponderable 
because money- and media-dominated domestic politics — largely in the form 
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of packaged personas and negative campaign advertisements — does not inform 
the body politic but plays to its fears and prejudices. 


Cold War Impunity 


Despite occasional missteps, modern Cold War presidents, more often than not, 
took Faustian actions with impunity in order to win the undeclared conflict with 
the Soviet Union, using their enhanced war powers and fear propaganda. For 
example, while the Korean War received accidental sanction from the UN Secu- 
rity Council, Harry Truman never bothered to obtain congressional approval 
for this first “limited” conflict of the Cold War. Eisenhower initiated the use 
of secret foreign policy activities when he allowed the CIA to help overthrow 
the nationalist Iranian government of Mossadegh in 1953, sent Marines into 
Lebanon in 1958, and approved the secret organizing of indigenous military 
units to invade both Guatemala and Cuba. The 1954 overthrow by the CIA of 
the democratically elected president Jacobo Arbenz in Guatemala set in motion 
a brutal civil war and a succession of U.S.-supported military regimes that did 
not end until 1996. Because documents about covert operations are always 
highly classified, it took until the 1980s for revisionist historians to begin to 
question the wisdom of Ike’s cloak-and-dagger diplomacy, especially in the 
Third World.? 

Likewise, John Kennedy’s reputation has seldom been impugned despite a 
series of bizarre CIA attempts to assassinate Castro and the introduction of 
American forces in Vietnam, including the use of “stress and duress” torture 
methods by the Green Berets — the favorite special forces unit of the president. 
As noted in the Introduction, torture was not invented by Republicans after 
September 11 to fight terrorism. It represented a Cold War tactic that emulated 
the presumed methods of the U.S. enemies after 1948, and became an integral 
part of American foreign policy during the Vietnam War. Moreover, torture had 
always been present in the colonial wars of other countries. Even the Cuban 
missile crisis, which Kennedy is usually given much credit for settling, probably 
could have been avoided had he privately contacted Nikita Khrushchev at the 
end of August 1962 when a U-2 reconnaissance plane first reported Soviet S- 
2 missile sites in Cuba. Instead, he waited, hoping to use the information in 
the November midterm election. Because he has not been held responsible for 
helping to the create this crisis, JFK has, for the most part, received uncritical 
credit for resolving it without engaging in a missile trade with the Soviets when 
this is not what happened. The macho mythology associated with the Cuban 
missile crisis had an unfortunate impact on all successive presidents who have 
tried to emulate his tough stand in October 1962.'° 

After dictator Rafael Trujillo was assassinated in a 1961 CIA-backed coup, 
JFK also tried unsuccessfully to make the Dominican Republic a “showcase for 
democracy” through economic and military aid under the ten-year program 
known as the Alliance for Progress. Kennedy’s program failed because it was 
“poorly conceived and overly ambitious” and so “did not create the democratic, 
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economically vibrant, socially just Latin America that the president promised.” 
Again, mainstream scholars have generally praised this unsuccessful policy. 
Then Lyndon Johnson sent 25,000 U.S. and Organization of American States 
(OAS) troops into the Dominican Republic to establish order and a reactionary 
regime. LBJ also endorsed the continued teaching of “stress and duress” tor- 
ture techniques to client armies throughout the world, especially those of Latin 
America, at the U.S. Army School of the Americas (SOA) located in Fort Ben- 
ning, Georgia. (Many of the torture tactics at Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo 
were perfected at the SOA.) Relying on Kennedy’s advisers, especially Secretary 
of Defense Robert McNamara, and by deliberately issuing misleading infor- 
mation about the Gulf of Tonkin incident, LBJ increased the number of U.S. 
soldiers in Vietnam until they reached a peak level of 542,000 in 1969 without 
any congressional declaration of war. The impunity Johnson and McNamara 
enjoyed after lying about what happened in the Tonkin Gulf allowed those 
later charged with misinforming Congress about what they knew during the 
Iran-Contra scandal to cite this in their defense." 

Richard Nixon used the CIA and business interests to contribute to the 
downfall of the democratically elected socialist government of Salvador Allende 
Gossens in Chile. Declassified CIA documents now clearly indicate that Henry 
Kissinger and President Gerald Ford turned a blind eye to the military dictator 
Augusto Pinochet’s human rights violations in Chile, involving the deaths of 
3,000. Kissinger, in particular, assumed a protective attitude toward him after 
he set up Operation Condor, a Chilean-led consortium of secret policy agen- 
cies, which from 1975 to 1977 constituted a state-sponsored terror network 
throughout the Western Hemisphere and Europe. Condor practices included 
the “rendition” of prisoners and torture techniques such as the use of the “sub- 
marine” (now called “waterboarding”), which simulates drowning. Pinochet 
died under house arrest in December 2006 before going on trial, denying his 
victims their posthumous day in court." 

Carter initially tried to formulate a foreign policy based on human rights, and 
for a time he succeeded in encouraging democracy in Latin America. He also 
built on Ford’s signing of the Helsinki Accords in 1976 by devoting considerable 
attention to appointing a strong staff to represent the U.S. at Helsinki review 
conferences that dealt with human rights, including Non-Governmental Orga- 
nizations (NGOs) monitoring of human rights efforts, especially in the Soviet 
Union and Eastern Europe. Additionally, he provided financing to American 
NGOs to allow them to travel and participate in Helsinki human rights review 
conferences. These ties lasted even after the Reagan’s retreat from a human- 
rights-oriented foreign policy." 

However, his human rights initiative soon became muddied when Carter 
abandoned Nixon’s détente (as Ford had begun to do in 1976) for a more 
aggressive policy toward the Soviet Union. On July 3, 1979, he signed a presi- 
dential directive that permitted his national security adviser, Zbigniew Brzezin- 
ski, to secretly funnel aid to the mujahadin, later the Taliban, in Afghanistan. 
The object was to entice the Soviets to intervene. Once they did invade in 
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December, the president self-righteously promulgated his Carter Doctrine in 
January 1980 opposing “an attempt by any outside force to gain control of 
the Persian Gulf region.”'+ While Carter came to be unfairly blamed for the 
domestic economic “malaise” during his four years in office, for not successfully 
settling the Iranian hostage crisis, and for not adequately educating the pub- 
lic about his complicated human rights policies, he should have been pilloried 
for following Brzezinski’s Faustian anti-Soviet advice about secretly funding an 
arms pipeline beginning in August 1979 that contributed to the start of the 
1979-89 war in Afghanistan. 

President Ronald Reagan picked up where Carter had left off by aiding the 
radical Muslim holy warriors in Afghanistan. In the course of the 1980s, the 
CIA completely took over this assistance with backing from Congress, despite 
the “virtually unaccountable manner” with which the spy agency operated. 
This not only prolonged that war for a decade, it also delayed Gorbachev’s 
domestic reforms and extended the Cold War by preventing an earlier implo- 
sion of the Soviet Union. Reagan’s policies in Afghanistan thus contributed to 
the formation of the Taliban, al Qaeda and, of course, the early training and 
career of Osama bin Laden. At the height of this assistance, the CIA funneled 
60,000 tons of arms and communications equipment per year into the Afghan- 
Soviet war, spending $30 million in 1980 and $450-500 million by 1989. Unlike 
the Iranian Islamic revolution, which had clear nation-state aims, military aid 
to the Afghan mujahadin during the Reagan administration marked the begin- 
ning of a largely privatized and ideological stateless resistance in the Middle 
East based on Islamic fundamentalism that ultimately turned bin Laden and 
other Arabs extremists against the “infidel” foreign policy of the United States."5 

To make matters worse, the United States started to approve military aid 
packages to Pakistan, suspending the previous arms sales ban imposed on the 
dictator Mohammad Zia ul-Haq because of his negative human rights and drug 
trafficking record, to say nothing of his nuclear weapon ambitions. In this fash- 
ion, Pakistan secretly began to play a major conduit role in American military 
support for the mujahadin in Afghanistan. Despite the fact that this Pakistani 
pipeline proved hopelessly corrupt and inefficient (it is estimated that anywhere 
from 20 to 25 percent of the aid “leaked”), it constituted the largest covert CIA 
military aid program authorized by the Reagan Doctrine in the 1980s. While 
the pipeline improved U.S. relations with Pakistan, it also delayed the end of the 
Afghan-Soviet war, and guaranteed direct U.S. military aid to all the Pakistani 
dictators of that decade. Cold War impunity protected Reagan from being held 
responsible for the negative results of this Faustian policy. The United States 
continued to provide arms to Pakistan until 1990, when the Pressler Amend- 
ment required the president to discontinue selling arms if he determined that 
Pakistan possessed nuclear weapons. Clinton did not consistently enforce this 
legislation, and it became void after September 11.*6 

Compounding its Faustian activity in the Afghan-Soviet war that spawned 
jibad terrorists all over the Middle East, the Reagan administration adopted a 
schizophrenic policy toward the Iran-Iraq war, which started in September 1980 
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and lasted until 1989. Initially it aided one side and then unsuccessfully tried 
to aid the other. It was not the first time during the Cold War that the United 
States militarily assisted opponents in ongoing conflicts. 


Iran-Contra: Cold War Impunity par Excellence 


The United States did not have diplomatic relations with either country when 
the Iran-Iraq War began and initially hoped for a stalemate. But by the summer 
of 1982, when it looked as though Iran might win, Washington decided to get 
involved because of the threat of such a victory to Saudi Arabia and the Persian 
Gulf region in general. Even though intelligence reports as of November 1, 1983, 
showed the “almost daily use of CW [chemical weapons]” by Saddam Hussein, 
on November 26 the Reagan administration issued National Security Decision 
Directive 114, stating the United States had to do “whatever was necessary and 
legal” to ensure that Iraq did not lose the war with Iran “because any major 
reversal of Iraq’s fortunes [would constitute] a strategic defeat for the West.” So 
the president sent Donald Rumsfeld, then his special envoy to the Middle East, 
to Baghdad twice in the 1980s. During his December 1983 meeting with Iraq’s 
leader Rumsfeld apparently indicated that the United States wanted to resume 
full diplomatic relations, and both times he implicitly assured Saddam Hussein 
that the United States would not protest his use of chemical weapons against 
Iranian troops. The American government also tried to cover up Hussein’s 
genocidal gassing of Kurds by blaming it on Iran. As early as February 1982 
the State Department had removed Iraq from its terrorism list and bullied the 
Export-Import Bank to provide Iraq financing. This permitted U.S. companies 
to export pesticides to Iraq that could be used for chemical warfare, and the 
United States began providing military intelligence, arms, and biological agents 
to Iraq throughout the 1980s, using largely the same people who would later 
become involved in the Iran-Contra scandal, including Vice President George 
H. W. Bush.'7 

The Iran-Contra affair can best be summarized as a feckless operation that 
began in 1984 when a group within the White House concocted a Byzantine 
scheme by which arms would be sold to Khomeini in Iran and the money 
funneled back to the right-wing Contra guerrillas in Central America. Even 
though Congress had passed legislation forbidding the funding of these death 
squads — especially the Contras fighting the Sandinista populists in Nicaragua — 
a criminal shadow government within the National Security Council carried 
this policy out until it was finally exposed in 1986. 

This complicated and inept scheme involved selling U.S. arms to Iran in 
return for improved relations with that country and the release of American 
hostages held in Lebanon. The proceeds were diverted through Israeli inter- 
mediaries to the Nicaraguan Contras so that they could overthrow the elected 
Sandinista government. Additionally, the Justice Department exempted the CIA 
from reporting about their cocaine smuggling, even though federal law required 
the agency to report any drug trafficking by the Contras. The CIA also oversaw 
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the mining of the harbors of Nicaragua, while U.S. government officials denied 
the action. Ultimately, the World Court unanimously condemned the mining. 
In spite of constitutional violations that far exceeded those involved in the 
Watergate cover-up, only fourteen criminal prosecutions came out of subse- 
quent investigations of the Iran-Contra affair, and after he became president 
George H. W. Bush pardoned six of those who had been convicted, including 
former Defense Secretary Casper W. Weinberger and Elliot Abrams, currently 
Deputy National Security Adviser for Global Democracy Strategy." 

In the interim, the International Court of Justice (ICJ) declared this attempt 
at regime change in Nicaragua illegal by a vote of twelve to three and ordered 
the United States to pay $17 billion in restitution. The Reagan administration 
ignored this negative adjudication, marking the first time that a major world 
power had ignored an ICJ decree. This was to be expected, since the Iran-Contra 
policy had already violated the charters of both the UN and the Organization 
of American States, various U.S. domestic laws such as the War Powers Res- 
olution, several congressional appropriations, and the 1982 and 1984 Boland 
Amendments forbidding assistance to the Contras." 

Most importantly, “the true significance of Iran-Contra lay ...in its impli- 
cations for democracy and constitutional government,” which the Democrats 
in Congress (to say nothing of the Republicans) and investigative reporters 
essentially swept under the rug because most thought that another impeach- 
ment attempt so soon after Watergate would harm the stability of the country’s 
political system. The failure of Congress to seriously investigate and, at the very 
least, censor President Reagan and Vice President George H. W. Bush over their 
roles in the Iran-Contra affair opened the door for even the greater violations 
of the Constitution committed by George W. Bush, because many of the same 
figures, with tainted reputations from Iran-Contra, “voiced no regret or repen- 
tance with regard to the consequences of their deception” and ended up in his 
administration.*° 

Iran-Contra singularly exemplified the Faustian Cold War assumption that 
the ends justify the means, especially when implicitly or explicitly endorsed by a 
popular modern president with enhanced semi-constitutional powers and a staff 
willing to provided him with “plausible denability.” It also demonstrated the 
degree to which during the Cold War “American foreign policy... [had] lost its 
moral balance, supporting thugs, murders and right-wing dictators as aggressive 
antibodies to the Communist virus.” This came about because beginning in 
the 1950s “Congress in effect permitted the CIA, an agency that serves the 
executive branch, to make foreign policy on the spot, to function as an ‘invisible 
government,’ and to have access to a secret budget over which Congress [had] 
no real control.” > 


The Reagan (Kirkpatrick) Doctrine 


The Cold War policy in Central America (and to a lesser degree in Latin Amer- 
ica) was based on a domino theory as incongruous as the one applied to East 
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Asia during the Vietnam War. According to this hypothesis, the Soviet Union 
would establish a series of bases beginning with Nicaragua and El Salvador 
in order to attack America “through the ‘soft underbelly’ of Central Amer- 
ica.” The underlying rationale (apart from the domino theory) of the Reagan 
administration for U.S. support of right-wing governments (e.g., El Salvador, 
the Philippines, Chile, South Korea, and South Africa) and actions against left- 
wing ones (e.g., Nicaragua, the People’s Republic of China, the USSR, and 
Cuba) turned out to be a theory developed by the political scientist Jeane Kirk- 
patrick, who became the U.S. ambassador to the UN in 1981. As a Democrat, 
Kirkpatrick became so disillusioned with the nomination of George McGov- 
ern in 1972 that she helped found the bipartisan Coalition for a Democratic 
Majority. Ultimately, in 1976 this group morphed into and revitalized the 
Republican-dominated Committee on the Present Danger (CPD) that had been 
founded in 1950 as a bipartisan group to promote the anticommunist policies 
in NSC-68.77 

In a single article that attracted the attention of President Reagan, Kirk- 
patrick argued that brutal authoritarian regimes, such as General Anastasio 
Somoza’s in Nicaragua, were preferable to “immutable” communist totalitar- 
ian ones because the former practiced some form of capitalism and would 
consequently respond to suggestions for liberal, democratic reform, while the 
latter could not be converted to anything resembling the “American way.” 
This meant that throughout the 1980s (and down to the present) the United 
States has reduced human rights standards for those authoritarian governments 
friendly toward the United States and openly supported anticommunist “free- 
dom fighters” such as the Contras (whom Reagan compared to the Founding 
Fathers), Islamic fundamentalists, and a variety of insurgents and terrorists in 
Angola, Cambodia, and Ethiopia.” 

The Reagan Doctrine capsulized Kirkpatrick’s ideas and just as well could 
have been named after her. This proclamation asserted that the United States 
would support “democratic revolutions” in order to spread democracy all over 
the world through force. It was based on the spurious distinction between 
authoritarian and totalitarian governments (and on the right of the United 
States to declare which elections were legitimately democratic and which were 
not). Thus, like all other Cold War presidential doctrines, this one assumed a 
life of its own, even though “within a few years of its publication, the Kirk- 
patrick thesis... proved spectacularly wrong” because neither totalitarian nor 
authoritarian regimes performed according to this rigid neo-con model.** 

The goal of the United States in almost all of these Cold War interven- 
tions was seldom democracy but rather stability. Stable anticommunist dictator- 
ships and military juntas (arbitrarily dubbed authoritarian) trumped democratic 
and/or socialist regimes (arbitrarily dubbed totalitarian) that might not align 
themselves with America against the Soviet Union. This was most evident in 
Central and South America, especially under Eisenhower, Nixon, and Reagan, 
where the mantra became freedom and the “restoration of democracy.” In 
actuality, American interventions and proxy wars were designed to maintain 
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undemocratic anti-Soviet governments. The loss of life through U.S. covert and 
overt support of military regimes and the CIA-trained and advised death squads 
under Reagan in the 1980s was particularly horrendous in Guatemala (100,000 
to 150,000), El Salvador (75,000), and Nicaragua (20,000-30,000).*5 


Cold War Independent Internationalism Blowback 


From 1945 to 1989 the practice of independent internationalism reached an 
apex, especially in Central and South American, where the United States con- 
tinued to enforce the Monroe Doctrine unilaterally and intervene arbitrarily 
on behalf of noncommunist dictatorial regimes. The United States vigorously 
extended the Monroe Doctrine after World War II by controlling all foreign 
military aid and sales to Latin American countries in order to insure its own 
dominance in the area. This included training Hispanic military officers at the 
School of the Americas in the United States, equipping their armies, and negoti- 
ating regional defense arrangements such as the Rio Pact and the Organization 
of American States (OAS). Gaddis Smith has come to the conclusion that the 
Cold War perverted the Monroe Doctrine because of (1) of the ideological 
nature of that bipolar conflict, (2) the covert and overt U.S. military interfer- 
ence in Central and South America, and (3) the partisan use of the doctrine for 
domestic political purposes.*° 

It cannot be emphasized enough that when the United States practiced inde- 
pendent internationalism during the Cold War, the scales were usually tipped 
in favor of unilateral actions prevailing over ostensibly collective actions. This 
can be seen in the country’s relationship with the United Nations. Even before 
nonaligned nations began to dominate the UN General Assembly in the 1950s, 
the United States had all but abandoned collective UN actions in favor of the 
independent economic arrangements coming out of the 1944 Bretton Woods 
meeting, such as the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund (IMF), and 
the various rounds of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). 
While these institutions were supposed to be subjected to UN oversight and 
function as multilateral UN agencies, voting rights were weighted according to 
financial shares held by member states, so they functioned largely at the behest 
of the United States outside of UN jurisdiction, and fairly successfully, until the 
excessive expenses of the Cold War made evident by the Vietnam War began 
to wreak havoc on the guns-and-butter American economy.*” 

With little confidence in the United Nations, American presidents practiced 
independent internationalism with impunity by engaging in the aforementioned 
types of unilateral and sometimes pseudo-multilateral activities during the Cold 
War, largely without congressional approval or consultation. The result was 
quite a few unintended and undesirable consequences, known in CIA termi- 
nology as “blowback.” This refers to unanticipated negative results stemming 
from intelligence and/or military operations that “spill... back onto the coun- 
try initiating the operation.” Most simply put, it means that “a nation reaps 
what it sows.” The examples of “blowback” have been legion since 1945, so 
it is difficult to know where to begin to describe them. Moreover, this involves 
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some counterintuitive analysis, since so much of the secret intelligence activity 
of the United States remains classified and because globalization has created a 
worldwide economic blowback that still is not fully understood.** 

Probably the most stunning example of political blowback to come out of 
American support for the Taliban in Afghanistan — in addition to the creation 
of a stateless cadre of wandering mujahadin terrorists — was the Talibanization 
of Pakistan. By 1989 the Taliban had taken over most of Afghanistan in the 
wake of the Russian pull-out. From 1977 until his assassination in 1988, Zia 
ul-Haq unsuccessfully tried to make Islamic law the basis of Pakistani justice, 
but it took almost two decades for Islamization of social discourse and pol- 
icy in Pakistan to become a reality. By the time government of Nawaz Sharif 
initiated a bloody clash with Islamist organizations in 1999 to stop this Taliban- 
ization, it was too late. His actions simply culminated in his ouster in October 
through a military coup led by General Pervez Musharraf. Musharraf, instead 
of continuing Sharif’s attempt to contain Islamic right-wing groups in his own 
country, announced his military support for the complete Taliban takeover of 
Afghanistan. While U.S. relations with Musharraf became rocky after he devel- 
oped nuclear power, they have been solidified since September 11 because, once 
again, Pakistan is acting as a conduit for the American military — this time in 
its war against Iraq. Unlike the 1980s, however, the Faustian alliance with this 
undemocratic dictator is public for all to see.*? 

Incremental blowback seems particular evident in U.S. Cold War policy in the 
Middle East and South Asia. The 1953 CIA conspiracy to overthrow the demo- 
cratically elected prime minister of Iran, Mohammad, Mossadegh, because he 
had nationalized the country’s oil supply led to the American-backed repres- 
sive regime of the shah and ultimately to his control of OPEC and the rise in 
oil prices. Then there is the long-term, unfortunate result of the 1959 CIA- 
supported coup in Iraq. This ultimately put the Baath Party, under the ruthless 
leadership of Saddam Hussein, in control. With massive American military and 
diplomatic support, Saddam’s anticommunism and secularism served American 
purposes well until the early 1990s.3° 

In the area of international economics, blowback is easier to trace because 
monetary and financial paper trails are not as easy to classify or hide in a global 
economy. By conceding to the protective tariffs of countries whose economies it 
had rebuilt after the Second World War, the United States hollowed out its own 
key industries. This policy worked as long as the American economy grew. 
But in the 1970s debt and stagflation set in, and the United States began to 
reconsider the preferential treatment it had given the exports of some of these 
nations since 1945 and to change its international economic policies by applying 
more rigidly the “Washington—Wall Street consensus” through the World Bank 
and IMF both in Central and South America and in Asia. This created so much 
economic chaos and misery in certain areas of Latin America that there has 
been a political backlash against the United States." 

Nixon was the first president to try to deal decisively with the drain on the 
American economy that had built up during the Cold War and that the Vietnam 
War exacerbated in the form of inflation and ever-increasing threats by foreign 


124 A Faustian Foreign Policy 


countries to convert their dollars to gold. In the course of the 1960s these nations 
came to possess more dollars than all the gold in Fort Knox because the United 
States “paid out more dollars for imports, foreign investments, military and 
economic aid, and travel than it earned from exports and return on foreign 
investment.” The time had come, Nixon decided, to end the postwar Bretton 
Woods monetary system. That agreement set up fixed exchange rates in 1944 
to avoid the protectionism and devaluation of national currencies that were 
thought to have contributed to the rise of totalitarianism in the 1930s. Because 
the dollar was substituted for gold in the immediate postwar years, it became the 
world’s reserve currency. By 1971, the American trade surplus had disappeared 
while its payment deficits had burgeoned, in part because the Vietnam War cost 
so much. So Nixon unilaterally cancelled the convertibility of the dollar on the 
international exchange market and placed a surcharge on imports, especially 
those coming from Japan. He also initiated wage and price controls in order to 
curb inflation at home.+* 

Although Nixon’s New Economic Policy (NEP) proved a short-term domes- 
tic success, a number of unintended international economic consequences 
ensued. While John Ralston Saul exaggerated when he called Nixon’s action 
“perhaps the single most destructive act of the postwar world,” floating the 
dollar did contribute to the growth of finance capitalism — a throwback to the 
unregulated exploitative capitalism of the nineteenth century. Nixon’s policy 
actions also created three rival economic trading blocks, each with its own 
separate regional monetary order based on the yen, the mark, and the dollar. 
The blowback from this contributed to exchange rate instability and currency 
speculation. It also soon became evident that floating exchange rates did not 
promote free trade. Instead, such instability led to complaints about unfair 
trading practices and pressures for more protectionism. Finally, after the United 
States began to insist that Asian governments conform to the American capi- 
talist model, it contributed to the ultimate collapse of some of some of these 
“miracle” economies in the 1990s. Many of them had successfully developed 
managed economies based on conglomerates of industrial combines, private 
banks, and government savings institution until the United States changed its 
post-World War II economic policies beginning in the 1970s, creating various 
forms of financial blowback. 


Origins of Neo-Conservatism 


The story of the transformation of the modern imperial presidency is not com- 
plete without focusing on a relatively small faction within the Republican Party 
that began a systematic campaign against Nixon’s foreign (and domestic) poli- 
cies. This little-known story begins with a group of Republicans, made up of 
both civilian and military anticommunist extremists (those Norman Podhoretz 
referred to as subscribing to “hard anti-Communism”), who had supported 
Nixon in 1968, mistakenly thinking that he was as conservative as they were. 
Subsequently, they could not tolerate Nixon’s attempt to bring both China and 
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the USSR into the international community in ways that the military contain- 
ment of both countries since the beginning of the Cold War had not. Nor could 
they support his policy of Vietnamization designed to turn the war over the 
South Vietnamese. Most of all, however, they could not tolerate any weaponry 
accommodation of the USSR, as represented by the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) 
treaty and the Strategic Arms Limitation (SALT I and II) Agreements.*4 

Détente and rapprochement (and ultimately defeat in Vietnam) prompted 
these nascent neo-conservative Republicans to organize against Nixon’s for- 
eign policy, giving birth to a radical conservatism inside and outside the Nixon 
administration in the early 1970s. Such men as James Schlesinger, Donald 
Rumsfeld, Richard (Dick) Cheney, and Admirals Thomas Moorer and Elmo 
Zumwalt wanted Nixon weakened and ultimately supported his resignation. 
Watergate thus facilitated their opposition to his major diplomatic initiatives. 
Beginning in 1976, this nucleus of radical conservatives utilized the Committee 
on the Present Danger to emerge as a full-blown neo-con movement within the 
Republican Party by 1980. These neo-cons dominated Reagan’s foreign policy 
in his first term and completely took over George W. Bush’s after September 11.35 

In one sense, these new conservatives were selectively reinventing the wheel 
that had been created by some traditional intellectuals and academics, many of 
whom eschewed politics, dating back at least to the 1950s and represented by 
such publications and individuals as Commentary, Public Interest, National 
Review, William F. Buckley, Irving Kristol, Podhoretz, Leo Strauss, Russell 
Kirk, Ludvig von Mises, and Milton Friedman, and later by such Democrats 
as Senator “Scoop” Jackson and Daniel Patrick Moynihan. It is often forgot- 
ten that there was a strong anti-elitist, populist tinge to Republicanism in the 
United States after World War I - at least in the West and Midwest — under 
the tutelage of such notables as Robert La Follette, Smith Brookhart, Gerald 
P. Nye, William Borah, George Norris, Hiram Johnson, and Jeannette Rankin. 
However, many of these Republican progressives from the 1920s turned into 
discredited isolationists and anti-New Dealers in the 1930s, leaving the base of 
Republican conservatism rooted in its elitist, moderately internationalist mem- 
bers located in northeastern and Great Lakes states. But by the late 1960s, a 
“New Right” began to emerge that no longer shunned the “evils of the major- 
ity.” Richard Viguerie, Paul Weyrich, and Howard Phillips led this neo-populist 
group within the Republican Party. They were joined during Nixon’s presidency 
by William (Bill) Kristol, James Woolsey, William Bennett, Elliot Abrams, John 
Bolton, Richard Perle, and Paul Wolfowitz — all of whom opposed the pres- 
ident’s Chinese, Russian, and Vietnamese policies. Slowly during the 1970s 
neo-conservatives emerged within the GOP who began to combine religious, 
democratic, capitalist, populist, and American superior values into a winning 
majority—abandoning many traditional conservative values along the way, such 
as limited federal government, balanced budgets, and, most importantly, non- 
interventionism.*° 

Viewed in light of the neo-conservative and religious right takeover of the 
Republican Party, Watergate and the Nixon presidency have a contemporary 
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importance that has been largely ignored in the transformation of the Amer- 
ican presidency and U.S. diplomacy, which seems to have peaked with the 
George W. Bush administration. This new interpretation also finally confirms 
the obvious about Richard Nixon’s political career: he had never been an arch- 
conservative on either domestic or foreign policy.*” Instead of his conservatism 
being the cause of his downfall, as many have claimed, his more liberal and/or 
centrist policies so alienated radical conservatives (many of whom urged him 
to resign) that they contributed to his leaving office and vowed to discredit and 
reverse both his foreign and domestic policies. In essence, Watergate marked the 
beginning of the end of Republican centrism and opened the door for radical 
conservatives to dominate the Republican Party — those whom Claes G. Ryn 
has referred to as the new Jacobins. By the 1980s, they were most commonly 
called neo-conservatives. Within ten years they had so damaged the reputa- 
tion of détente, often with specious intelligence and fear propaganda, that they 
successfully turned the Soviet Union into the “evil empire.” 

What is also curious about the new Jacobinism is that, unlike traditional 
conservatism with its limited, realist view of American foreign policy, it openly 
advocates a missionary moralistic diplomacy based on the presumed univer- 
sality of democratic and capitalist values as exemplified by the United States. 
This is very similar to the American exceptionalism that Woodrow Wilson 
advocated when promoting self-determination during and after the First World 
War. These new Jacobins view both capitalism (free markets) and democracy as 
undisputed progressive forces and, thus, “powerful agent[s] for remaking tra- 
ditional regimes.” According to Ryn, they also “want the United States to take 
preemptive action to dislodge unfriendly regimes and sanitize entire regions 
of the world...even though the country usually has almost nothing to fear 
militarily from the regimes singled out for special criticism.” The fact that the 
new Jacobinism appeals not only to powerful financial and political interests 
and intellectuals who like the idea of an “aggressive foreign policy in behalf 
of democracy ... [but] also to people of more pragmatic but nationalistic out- 
look who like the idea of their country being able to tell other countries how 
to behave” gave it considerable credibility after September 11. Above all, its 
“democratist rhetoric... puts a nice gloss on the “will to power” or “wish to 
dominate.” It also “puts great emphasis on democracy’s superiority and mis- 
sionary task.”>3° 

Often today’s neo-conservatives use language about American values in such 
a way as to disguise the fact that they are really “democratic imperialists” who 
want to bring “freedom to the world at the barrel of a gun.” If there ever was 
a time when U.S. foreign policy might have been based on a type of American 
exceptionalism that simply meant difference rather than superiority, it died with 
emergence of these new Jacobins — the neo-conservatives.*? 

“Will to power” and “wish to dominate” are key terms for understanding 
the perseverance and ultimate success of these modern-day Jacobins in influ- 
encing U.S. foreign policy. While they had the will back in the 1960s, they were 
not organized enough politically to take advantage of the 1964 candidacy of 
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Barry Goldwater. In any case, they considered him too much of a traditional 
conservative on most foreign policy issues, except the use of nuclear weapons, 
and too liberal on some domestic matters such as abortion and homosexual- 
ity. Their first opportunity for “real” power and influence within Republican 
political circles came in 1969 during the congressional fight over the Safeguard 
ABM program. Conservatives in both parties did not think the administration 
would support them strongly enough to obtain passage because of Nixon’s early 
negotiations with the Soviets. (In fact, Safeguard represented a downgrading 
by Nixon of the proposed more comprehensive ABM system that he had inher- 
ited from the Johnson administration.) Democratic Senator “Scoop” Jackson 
called for help to pass Safeguard and initially found it coming from such old 
Cold Warriors as Paul H. Nitze, author of NSC-68, former Secretary of State 
Dean Acheson, and University of Chicago math professor and RAND Corpo- 
ration consultant Albert Wohlstetter. Together they formed the Committee to 
Maintain a Prudent Defense Policy and raised enough money to allow Wohlstet- 
ter to hire graduate students Richard Perle and Paul Wolfowitz. William Casey, 
future director of the CIA under Reagan, organized a similar group, and the 
two combined to give the pro-Safeguard charts prepared by Perle and Wol- 
fowitz considerable clout in congressional hearings. Nonetheless, the program 
passed only after Vice President Spiro Agnew broke a tie vote. Because of this 
narrow but significant victory, Jackson invited Perle to join his Senate staff. 
And so began the political rise of radical conservatives in government.?° In and 
of itself, however, the battle they successfully fought over the Safeguard ABM 
program would not have given a sufficient boost to their extreme conservative 
views without the aid of two obscure Pentagon insiders. 


Above All — Avoid “Provocative Weakness” 


Unknown to most until recently, two government bureaucrats had been exercis- 
ing considerable behind-the-scenes influence on a number of Cold War civilian 
and military policy makers. They were Fritz A. G. Kraemer, Kissinger’s first for- 
eign policy mentor beginning in the 1940s when they were in the army and after 
Kissinger went to Harvard, and Andrew W. Marshall, whom Nixon appointed 
director of the Pentagon’s Office of Net Assessment in 1973 and whom all other 
presidents reappointed. From 1951 until 1978, Kraemer worked as a senior 
civilian counselor to defense secretaries and top military commanders such as 
Rumsfeld, General Creighton Abrams, General Alexander M. Haig, Jr., General 
Vernon A. Walters, Lt. General Edward Rowny, and Major General Edward G. 
Lansdale. JFK appointed Kraemer’s son Sven to the National Security Council, 
where he remained until 1976, only to be reappointed by Reagan from 1981 
to 1987 as NSA director of arms control — all the while promoting his father’s 
and other neo-conservatives’ views. During Bush’s first term he became policy 
adviser to Douglas Jay Feith, undersecretary of defense for policy. Kraemer’s 
and Marshall’s protégées and devoted admirers included, among many others, 
Haig, Cheney, Rumsfeld, Nitze, Perle, and Wolfowitz.4" 
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For example, a direct line can be drawn from Kraemer’s post-World War II 
insistence that the United States should never demonstrate “provocative weak- 
ness” to Bush’s insistence on “complete victory” in Iraq. Likewise, the Bush 
administration’s return to the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) missile defense 
program of the Reagan years and its attempt to restructure the military by 
downplaying the role of ground troops in favor of a first-strike computerized 
defence based, if necessary, on low-yield nuclear weapons came straight out of 
Marshall’s ideas going back to the 1950s, when he was at the RAND Corpo- 
ration. As of 2006, Marshall remains in his Pentagon office — alive and well at 
the age of eighty-two. Kraemer, ever the éminence grise, died in 2003 at the age 
of ninety-five, much praised by those he had tutored, especially by Kissinger, 
Haig, Rumsfeld, and Wolfowitz. “There are people who worship death frankly, 
and not life. People who worship the devil, I believe, and not God. They are an 
evil that has to be confronted,” Wolfowitz unabashedly said at a book party 
in praise of Kraemer, “[a]nd fortunately, we do have a president that [sic] is 
prepared to see it the way I think Fritz Kraemer would have seen it, and is 
prepared to confront it. I believe his spirit still lives.” 4* 

Kraemer saw “provocative weakness” in the Munich deal between Neville 
Chamberlain and Adolf Hitler, and in the ideas of the “brilliant fools” in the 
foreign policy establishment who did not understand the “devastating effect of 
provocative weakness on totalitarian dictatorships like the USSR [and China],” 
because they took advantage of such weakness. Kraemer also thought that 
“it was only by the grace of God that we did not lose” the Cold War. He 
saw institutional weakness at work in the September 11 attacks because the 
terrorists did not think they had to fear any hard reaction from the United 
States or its allies after years of “deficient will power.” Although long retired 
from his Pentagon position, Kraemer publicly reminded Rumsfeld on the eve 
of 2003 invasion of Iraq: “No provocative weakness, Mr. Secretary.” 4 

Beginning with their support of the Safeguard ABM program, many radical 
conservatives inside and outside government had come under the influence 
of Kraemer or Marshall or both. Many of them purposely began trying to 
discredit the realism of Nixon’s détente policy in 1974 through an obscure 
group within the Pentagon known as “Team B.” It formed in the mid-1970s 
after Wohlstetter, along with other hard-line conservatives, purposively began 
to criticize the CIA for underestimating the power of the Soviet Union. The CIA 
was already susceptible to attack because it had been criticized by Republican 
and Democratic hard-liners who resented the fact that the CIA had refused to 
see “light at the end of the tunnel” in its assessments of the Vietnam War, had 
been misused by Nixon in covert foreign and domestic operations, and had 
been investigated by by two congressional committees.*+ 

In this anti-CIA atmosphere, Wohlstetter’s and others’ criticism prompted 
extreme Republican conservatives to search for an appropriate body within the 
government to look into the agency’s estimates about Soviet power and inten- 
tions. Specifically, they believed that the standard Cold War fear campaign 
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against Communism needed more convincing figures and projections than the 
CIA was providing. They chose to infiltrate the President’s Foreign Intelligence 
Advisory Board (PFIAB), which Eisenhower had established back in 1956 as 
the Board of Consultants on Foreign Intelligence Affairs. Made up of individ- 
uals who held no formal government positions, the PFIAB had been revital- 
ized by Kennedy, after the Bay of Pigs, but by 1975 it consisted primarily of 
such conservatives as John Connally, William Casey, John Foster, Clare Booth 
Luce and Edward Teller. Initially, “Team B” within the PFIAB was made up of 
three teams — each of which was to assess one of three separate subject areas: 
[x] the yearly National Intelligence Estimates (NIEs) in terms of “Soviet low- 
altitude air defense capabilities, . . . [2 ]intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) 
accuracy (which became Paul Wolfowitz’s specialty at the time), and... 
[3]Soviet strategic policy and objectives.” The third “Team B” group and its 
subject matter came to dominate the other two. In 1975, under the direction of 
Richard Pipes, a Harvard professor and Soviet specialist, the PFIAB began to 
criticize what it considered the CIA’s underestimation of Soviet military might 
and expenditures.*9 

At first, Nixon and his CIA director William Colby warded off this “ad hoc 
‘independent’ group of government and non-government analysts” on proce- 
dural grounds, saying that a new NIE was already being prepared. They both 
questioned the raison d’étre for anything like “Team B” within in the PFIAB. 
One top Nixon analyst described it as a “kangaroo court of outside critics all 
picked from one point of view”; others correctly insisted that “its mission was 
to hype the Soviet threat.” Once George H. W. Bush became head of the CIA 
under Ford he gave the go-ahead, with the president’s approval, for the PFIAB 
to begin to submit alternative or competitive threat assessments to those of 
the CIA, apparently not understanding that “Team B” members had a pre-set 
radical conservative agenda.*° 

Ford did not anticipate what giving free access to intelligence material to a 
group already critical of the CIA might produce. His approval stemmed from 
the fact that his presidential bid was in trouble in 1976 because supporters of 
Reagan’s candidacy made the most of Ford’s January 1976 statement indicating 
that he thought it would be “unwise for a President — me or anyone else — to 
abandon détente. ...it is in the best interest of world stability, world peace.” 
In March, Ford reversed himself on détente, going so far as to tell his staff 
that “we are going to forget the use of the word.” In support of the president’s 
abandonment of détente, Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld added that “the Soviet 
Union has been busy... expanding their capability to increasingly improve the 
sophistication of those [nuclear] weapons.” Nonetheless, Reagan’s handlers 
continued to criticize Ford’s initial support for détente and his subsequent sign- 
ing of the Helsinki Accords throughout the primaries. Most importantly, a 
group of Republican hawks (Richard Allen, Max Kamperlman, Nitze, Eugene 
Rostow, and Admiral Zumwalt) opposed détente and the Helsinki Accords and 
helped in the revitalization of the Committee on the Present Danger “to alert 
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the public to the ‘growing Soviet threat.’” Nitze, Pipes, and William R. Van 
Cleave from “Team B” sat on its executive committee, and for the next four 
years the group concentrated on blocking SALT II.47 

Its first report, issued right after the 1976 election, entitled “Common Sense 
and the Common Danger,” echoed the ideas of “Team B” — not surprisingly, 
as Nitze, Pipes, and Van Cleave had helped write it. The Committee on the 
Present Danger recommended “revitalized containment,” to be achieved by 
placing an economic “squeeze” on the Soviet Union through an excessive U.S. 
military expansion and by announcing the technologically unrealistic Strategic 
Defense Initiative (SDI) designed to block all incoming Soviet missiles. This 
report called for campaigns in favor of greater defense spending, including for 
the SDI, to be fueled by a “disingenuous exaggeration of the extent of Soviet 
power.” Based on a 1976 hypothetical worst-case scenario about future Soviet 
missile power, they misleadingly projected that the United States would face a 
“window of vulnerability” in the early 1980s. So they set out to undermine the 
ABM treaty, as well as both SALT I and SALT II (and the later strategic arms 
reduction treaties, START I and II) and to advocate increasing U.S. nuclear 
power until it reached a level that RAND consultant Herman Kahn called 
“escalation dominance.” This complicated concept essentially came down to 
the idea the United States needed “military superiority [not parity]...to win 
[the nuclear] game of ‘chicken’” against the Soviet Union.*® 

Except for Carter, who abolished the PFIAB during his presidency, all modern 
presidents have relied upon it. In ways reminiscent of the propaganda about 
weapons of mass destruction in Iraq before the second Gulf War, from the 
beginning “Team B” members often attributed to the Soviet Union weapons it 
did not have, such as a “non-acoustic anti-submarine system.” Pipes defended 
these outlandish conclusions on the grounds that Soviet intent trumped hard 
evidence about Soviet weapons and, despite his Soviet expertise, even allowed 
misleading translations of Russian strategic concepts in order to further slant 
the evidence. 

It took sixteen years for the full reports of “Team B” to be declassified 
through a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request. They reveal that for over 
a quarter of a century “perceptions about U. S. national security were colored by 
the [neo-con] view that the Soviet Union was on the road to military superiority 
over the United States” and that the public should be kept ina fearful state about 
this alleged threat. This was not unlike the manner in which many early Cold 
Warriors opposed negotiating with the USSR on the fallacious grounds that 
Stalin intended to mount an ideologically expansionist course right after 1945. 
The notion quickly prevailed among postwar presidents and policy makers that 
any negotiations with, or policy of moderation toward, Soviet leaders would 
be nothing less than a repeat of pre-World War II appeasement at Munich. 
In the 1980s, the neo-cons successfully promoted “Muniching” as a “master 
narrative and a political bludgeon” by disseminating mendacious information 
about Soviet intent, military power, and defense spending. As a result, they 
succeeded in obtaining a trillion-dollar defense buildup under Reagan as the 
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United States went from the largest creditor in the world to the largest debtor “in 
order to pay for arms to counter the threat of a nation that was collapsing.” 49 

In seeking to understand the early history of what became the neo-con move- 
ment of the 1980s, the extent of the military distrust and dislike of Nixon cannot 
be underestimated. The same year that the CPD issued its first report, Admiral 
Elmo Zumwalt publicly made military suspicions and resentment of the Nixon 
administration abundantly clear in his book, On Watch: A Memoir. Zumwalt 
and many within the American military elite thought that Nixon’s foreign poli- 
cies bordered on the traitorous because they “were inimical to the security of 
the United States.” Zumwalt’s rage certainly knew no bound, and he continued 
his tirade against détente and Kissinger during Ford’s short presidency. In fact, 
during the 1976 primaries the negative comments about Kissinger and détente 
in the admiral’s book became flashpoints for those Republican conservatives 
supporting Reagan against Ford.°° More than Ford’s pardon of Nixon, mil- 
itary and civilian neo-conservative support of Reagan for president in 1976 
contributed to his failure to be elected president. 


Reagan and the End of the Cold War 


After infiltrating the first term of Reagan’s presidency, these same neo-cons went 
out of their way to credit Reagan with ending the Cold War single-handedly. 
However, a number of other factors played a role — not the least of which was 
Nixon’s attempt to abandon containment in favor of enticing both China and 
the Soviet Union to engage in more international cooperation and civil com- 
petition (sometimes referred to as “competitive coexistence”). This is probably 
the greatest myth about the fortieth president’s administration. Not only did 
he personally claim that he had won the Cold War by causing the collapse 
of the Soviet Union, but George H. W. Bush, who actually presided over the 
demise of Communism, also “honed [this] legend to perfection.” According to 
this interpretation, Reagan, at the behest of leftover, older conservatives from 
the Nixon administration — namely, Schlesinger, Rumsfeld, Cheney, and Admi- 
rals Zumwalt and Moorer, in addition to Nitze and Pipes and a younger crop 
of such anti-Soviet zealots as Perle and Wolfowitz — succeeded in having the 
president label the Soviet Union the “evil empire” and advanced the massive 
American arms buildup that the Carter administration tentatively had initi- 
ated. This time, however, they were backed by favorable Pentagon reports that 
a nuclear war was “winnable.” It was obviously in the best interests of the neo- 
cons and their adherents to claim that Reagan won the Cold War by himself 
because he abandoned what they called the “soft-on-Communism” policies of 
Nixon.” 

In the end, once Reagan came to a belated personal realization of the horrors 
of nuclear power in his second term in office, he stopped following the hawkish 
and hyped advice from the most radical of the neo-cons in his administration 
and in 1985 began negotiating with Mikhail Gorbachev, who had already uni- 
laterally “decided on military cuts despite the Reagan military buildup.” These 
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negotiations resulted in the 1987 Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) 
Treaty, freeing the Soviet leader to pursue his perestroika (restructuring) and 
glasnost (opening) reforms in earnest.>* Ironically, these Gorbachev reforms 
marked the beginning of the end of the Soviet Union because they came too 
late. By that time the communist system was, in all likelihood, not reformable. 

The USSR imploded, not because of Reagan’s conflicting “hard” and “soft” 
approaches, but because of internal structural economic flaws and external 
events indicating that the country was dissolving from within — flaws that 
“Team B” reports ignored as it deliberately exaggerated the military superiority 
and hostile intentions of the Soviet Union. These economic flaws and external 
events included an increasingly untenable imbalance between spending on guns 
and butter; a growing high-tech weakness; systematic corruption; generational 
and intra-Communist Party divisions; the decline in oil prices; devaluation of 
the dollar; loss of Western loans to Eastern European satellite nations, whose 
loyalty to communism was already on the wane; a tired ideology worn down 
by false disciples and a decline in the prestige of Communism in the Third 
World; the mercurial, and sometimes contradictory, politics of Gorbachev; the 
Chernobyl accident; and finally, the enlightening and disruptive impact of the 
economic, scientific, and cultural aspects of the détente set in motion by Nixon 
and by West German Ostpolitik — both of which radical conservatives of the 
1970s had vehemently opposed. One other, more intangible cause of the fall of 
Communism may have been the influence of the visit of Pope John Paul II to 
Poland in 1979 and his support of the Solidarnosc uprising in his homeland.% 
This gave rise to the rumor that the Soviets had helped plan the assassination 
attempt against Pope John Paul II. What is clear is that the Soviet Union col- 
lapsed for myriad reasons, most of which had little to do with neo-con theories 
or policies, especially Kraemer’s advice to American civilian and military leaders 
about not showing “provocative weakness.” 

With the Cold War ended, one would have thought the “semi-constitutional” 
powers of modern presidents might have come under hard congressional 
scrutiny, not only because of their Faustian implementation but also because 
they infringed upon the doctrine of separation of powers. After all, Senator 
Frank Church pointed out as early as 1970 that “as a result of the passing of 
the war power and much of the purse power out of the hands of Congress, 
the most important of our constitutional checks and balances have been over- 
turned. For the first time in our history, there has come into view the possibility 
of our president becoming a Caesar.” He also attributed what had gone on from 
the 1950s into the 1970s “to the fantasy that it lay within our power to control 
other countries through the covert manipulation of their affairs. It formed part 
of a greater illusion that entrapped and enthralled our Presidents — the illusion 
of American omnipotence.” 54 

These statements were made during the Nixon administration, but they 
exemplify the enhanced powers of the presidency that had come into exis- 
tence long before Nixon took office and that remained after he resigned. Such 
accumulation of overwhelming presidential power began with FDR, and this 
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process was simply perfected under subsequent Cold War presidents. There 
has been no diminution of executive power because of Watergate or the loss 
of the Vietnam War, as neo-conservatives continue to claim. In summary, 
there has been no “erosion of the powers and ability of the president of the 
United States to do his job,” as Vice President Dick Cheney and others in the 
George W. Bush administration have repeatedly insisted.55 Such statements sim- 
ply contribute to making the presidency more imperial, imponderable, and 
beyond the understanding of most Americans. 

Diplomatic historians may one day write the history of U.S. foreign policy 
in the twentieth century by attempting to speculate about how different the 
American presidency and American values at home and abroad would have 
been if there had been no Cold War. To undertake this difficult, counterintu- 
itive task it will be necessary for future scholars, pundits, and politicians to view 
the Cold War as an aberration — one that cost the United States as much as it 
gained from winning it. In addition to creating a problematic American empire 
and a national security state heavily in debt, the Cold War created the impe- 
rial, imponderable presidency that has undermined the separation of powers 
envisioned by the Founders. The post-Cold War presidents of the 1990s had a 
unique opportunity to try to return some of their enhanced semi-constitutional 
powers to the other branches of government and to rescue American electoral 
politics from its current money and media domination. They also had the first 
opportunity to address the more unsavory diplomatic problems created by the 
long-undeclared war between the United States and the Soviet Union. Both 
tasks were formidable, and, unfortunately, George H. W. Bush and Bill Clinton 
accomplished little with respect to either. This left the door open for George 
W. Bush and his neo-conservatives advisers to mix and match at will the worst 
domestic politics and foreign policy policies he had inherited. 


6 


The United States Adrift in the Post-Cold War World 


We must sail sometimes with the wind and sometimes against it — but we must 
sail, and not drift, nor lie at anchor. 
Oliver Wendell Holmes, The Autocrat of the Breakfast Table (1858) 


Unlike the situation at the end of the Second World War, when the United States 
found itself a victorious creditor nation with little foreign economic competi- 
tion, at the end of the Cold War in the late 1980s and early 1990s the country 
faced serious debt problems at home and abroad. These problems came about 
in part because of the burden garnered from over forty years of almost single- 
handedly protecting the “free” world from Communism, and also because of 
revitalized regional trade and technological competition from Asia and the 
European Community. ' 

Despite (or because of) these negative economic circumstances, in less than 
a couple of years after the end of the Cold War a short, “hot” military conflict 
ensued instead ofa “cold” peaceful transition to what George H. W. Bush called 
a New World Order. This was something that America had theoretically been 
pursuing since its inception, and particularly since the presidency of Woodrow 
Wilson, even though the president who led the United States into the First 
World War did not use the phrase. Bush defined it in his “Toward a New World 
Order” address to a joint session of Congress on September 9, 1990, when he 
said: “Today that new world is struggling to be born, a world quite different 
from the one we’ve known. A world where the rule of law supplants the rule 
of the jungle. A world in which nations recognize the shared responsibility for 
freedom and justice.” In this speech and in his State of the Union address on 
January 1, 1991, he seemed to be advocating a universal morality based on 
the idea of international law, presumably through the United Nations, but as 
he pointed out: “Among the nations of the world, only the United States of 
America has both the moral standing and the means to back it [the New World 
Order] up.” Bush’s New World Order also included an enhanced attempt to 
control the United Nations after the breakup the Soviet Union. Without a strong 


134 


The United States Adrift in the Post-Cold War World 135 


Soviet presence on the Security Council, the United States would be more free 
to shape the world in its image than ever before.* 

Unfortunately, the phrase “New World Order” brings to mind the pan- 
German foreign policy of the 1930s about a European New Order, and the 
Japanese use of the term “New Order” after proclaiming their East Asia Co- 
Prosperity Sphere in 1938. In both instances the United States had protested 
the validity of these “new order” proclamations. While Bush revived the term 
“New World Order,” it remained for his successors to implement it. Little won- 
der that just before the first Gulf War began, Time Magazine compared Bush 
to Wilson. The comparison became all the more germane when, after the quick 
military victory, like Wilson at Versailles Bush abandoned the idea of defend- 
ing ethnic and religious rights — in this case, those of the Kurds and Shiites 
in Iraq. The first Gulf War proved once again that short “wars sow disorders 
that last 20 times longer than lengthy wars do,” and it left Iraq’s problems to 
fester throughout the 1990s. Indeed, Bush’s New World Order, while not a new 
concept in the history of American diplomacy, did contain one very dangerous 
facet: it showed that the United States could take action in the Middle East (and 
implicitly elsewhere) without the restraints that existed during the Cold War 
when there was superpower rivalry.’ 


The First Gulf War 


The 1991 Gulf War marked the first major exercise of presidential authority in a 
post-Cold War world unstructured by the lengthy undeclared conflict between 
the United States and the Soviet Union. Despite UN approval, some still regard 
it as “the use of a multilateral instrument to carry out a unilateral war” by 
the first Bush administration. According to this argument, the United States 
did not consider ending Iraq’s occupation of Kuwait through negotiation or 
sanctions because it had to assert its worldwide military power immediately in 
the post-Cold War world. As important as Kuwait’s oil was, “the real goal was 
the reaffirmation of U.S. strategic power ...[in the] oil-rich Middle East” to 
show the world that even with the collapse of the Soviet Union, America would 
not relinquish its goal of hegemony in the area. Bush simply turned the Carter 
Doctrine, which had been issued to keep “any outside force” from dominating 
the Persian Gulf, on its head by asserting the right of the United States to con- 
trol the region. Without having to fear a Russian veto in the Security Council — 
because the Soviets needed Western economic aid, and that guaranteed Mikhail 
Gorbachev’s cooperation — Bush obtained UN approval despite years of Amer- 
ican hostility toward that organization. To avoid concerns in Congress about 
waging war before sanctions could be imposed against Saddam Hussein, Bush 
did not ask that body to approve the Desert Storm operation until he had com- 
mitted over 500,000 American troops, put together an international coalition, 
and obtained UN Resolution 678 authorizing the use of force in Iraq.4 
During this process Bush offered several different reasons for the invasion- 
none of which was oil. Instead, the list included: deterring an Iraqi attack on 
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Saudi Arabia; insisting that Saddam was a tyrant like Hitler and had toppled 
a “legitimate” government that in reality was a quasi-feudal monarchy; pro- 
tecting Americans taken hostage by Saddam, even though they had been taken 
only after the U.S. military operation began; and, finally, claiming that Saddam 
was developing nuclear weapons. Since Saddam had been an American ally in 
the 1980s, Saddam’s real offense was that his invasion of Kuwait upset “the 
status quo in an area where the United States had vowed repeatedly to go to 
war, if necessary, to prevent adverse change.” Bush’s New World Order simply 
reaffirmed the country’s long-standing covert claims to Middle Eastern oil “in 
case anyone thought that the end of the cold war made them obsolete.” In this 
sense, the first Gulf War “was a grotesquely logical denouement to 45 years of 
U.S. policy in the Middle East.” 5 

The fact that American oil policy changed in the 1990s from accepting depen- 
dence on a continuous supply of oil to exerting control over that resource was 
the most underpublicized reason for both Gulf Wars. This came about in large 
measure because of increased demands on Middle Eastern oil by others nations, 
especially China, and the fact that the United States could no longer depend 
on Saudi Arabia because it appeared to represent a bundle of contradictions: 
spawning global terrorism and anti-Americanism, all the while buying Ameri- 
can arms to protect itself from domestic chaos.° 

Clinton also exemplified this change in oil diplomacy when in 1994 he laid 
the plans for helping the British energy giant BP and the American firms Unocal 
and Conoco to create a $3.6 billion pipeline linking the Caspian Sea oil fields off 
Baku through Azerbaijan to Tbilisi in Georgia and on to the Mediterranean at 
Ceyhan, Turkey (known as the BTC pipeline after the cities it passes through). 
Notably, this route bypasses Russia and Iran (to say nothing of the struggling 
state of Armenia) and so lessens American dependence on Russian oil and gas 
production. To protect this line, the United States unofficially established a mil- 
itary base in the former Soviet state of Georgia (which has almost no gas or oil) 
and spent $64 million to train Georgian forces to protect the pipeline because 
the area is ethnically volatile. The Clinton administration also backed the 
vicious Taliban regime in Afghanistan until 1997, despite its human rights viola- 
tions, largely “because the American oil company Unocal had signed a deal with 
the Taliban to build a $2 million gas line and a 2.5 billion oil line . . . from Turk- 
menistan to Pakistan via Afghanistan.” All in all, in trying to balance oil inter- 
ests and relations with Russia, the Taliban, and Central Asia countries, Clinton’s 
policy amounted to a “cluster of confusions” in keeping with the general drift 
that characterized other aspects of his diplomacy, to be discussed later.’ 

To his credit, the first President Bush, unlike his son, correctly recognized 
the importance of an exit strategy in a Middle Eastern war. As he noted in his 
1998 memoir: 


Trying to eliminate Saddam... would have incurred incalculable human and political 
costs. Apprehending him [in 1991] was probably impossible.... We would have been 
forced to occupy Baghdad and, in effect, rule Iraq. There was no viable ‘exit strategy’ 
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we could see, violating another of our principles. ... Had we gone the invasion route, 
[we] could conceivably still be an occupying power in a bitterly hostile land. 


Also, unlike his son, before the 2003 Gulf War, President George H. W. Bush 
put together an international coalition guaranteeing that U.S. allies would ulti- 
mately pay 80 percent of the $80 billion that the war cost.* In doing so he 
reaffirmed America’s sole superpower domination in the Persian Gulf, without 
admitting in public that for the first time in the twentieth century the United 
States could not afford to finance its own participation in a war effort. 

The 1991 images conveyed by political cartoons, patriotic military parades, 
and pundits gave the distinct impression that the country had won a “fun,” 
essentially bloodless war — like a Nintendo game played on a real world stage. 
Some newspaper columnists referred to the 1991 Middle East conflict as the best 
“splendid little war” the United States had fought since the Spanish-American 
War of 1898; others said it was the equivalent of sending an elephant to stomp 
on a mouse. They were all partially accurate. Saddam Hussein’s forces did con- 
duct a basically static defense, and often his troops refused to fight during this 
unbelievably short (forty-three-day) and intensely technological “hyperwar.” 
Certain stated military objectives were achieved: the Iraqis left Kuwait; Sad- 
dam’s army was destroyed, although not to the degree that Americans were led 
to believe; and Iraq’s nuclear, chemical, biological, and Scud warfare capabili- 
ties were so severely damaged that they were never reconstituted in the 1990s. 
Most allied political objectives of the first Gulf War were not achieved: Saddam 
remained in power; the “free” nation of Kuwait remained undemocratic, with 
its oil wells on fire and incapacitated until well into 1992; and the Middle East 
was left no more stable than before the war. 

Nonetheless, most Americans greeted the achievement of this partial status 
quo ante as an unconditional international success. Then, in a confounding 
turn of fate, Bush, who had come out of that war in 1991 with the highest job 
approval rating (89 percent in February 1991) ever recorded, saw his popularity 
plummet to 29 percent in July 1992 on his way to losing the election that year to 
Bill Clinton. What had happened? It was more than “It’s the Economy, Stupid.” 
Bush’s precipitous rise and fall had something to do with the transformation of 
the American presidency from its modern to its postmodern phase. He never 
perfected a political persona to compete with that of Clinton - a prerequi- 
site of the imponderable, imperial presidency. He also got caught in the tricky 
transition to an amorphous post-Cold War world without the countervailing 
force of the USSR. Most importantly, Bush was the first American president 
faced with confronting the Faustian bargains that had helped the country to 
win the Cold War. Finally, he had to come to grips with the perennial radi- 
cal Republican neo-conservatives, who had first organized themselves against 
Nixon’s foreign policy, and whom Reagan had temporarily abandoned in his 
second term. They were especially furious over Bush’s decision to stop the first 
Gulf War after liberating Kuwait instead of going to Bagdad and getting rid of 
Saddam. 


138 A Faustian Foreign Policy 


Neo-Cons in the 1990s 


The neo-cons responded to this rebuff by producing from the bowels of the 
Pentagon in March 1992 a new national defense policy document called the 
Defense Planning Guidance. The work of Paul Wolfowitz when he served under 
Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney, this position paper contained four major 
points: (1) increase American defense spending; (2) take preemptive action when 
the United States perceived a threat in order to deter “potential competitors 
from even aspiring to a larger regional or global role” (including not simply 
China and Russia but all “advanced industrial nations”); (3) act unilaterally 
whenever possible, even when a signatory to treaties, because “all alliances 
were only temporary”; and (4) prevent any nation from developing weapons 
of mass destruction and/or threatening U.S. access to vital natural resources. 
The Defense Planning Guidance completely ignored taking collective action 
in conjunction with the United Nations. Leaked to the New York Times, this 
so-called Wolfowitz Doctrine argued that the United States had to take advan- 
tage of winning the Cold War by preventing the rise of any future rivals and 
by protecting Persian Gulf oil at all costs. Bush “hastily repudiated... [this] 
inflammatory document,” but nonetheless it laid the foundation for what is 
now called post-Cold War unilateralism or interventionism based on an even 
greater aggrandizement of presidential power.? 

While the first President Bush did not embrace the ideas of the neo-cons 
as they probably expected he would, he neglected to develop an alternative 
“vision thing” for post-Cold War diplomacy, except for the vague notion that 
the United States should become a “kinder, gentler nation” and establish a New 
World Order. Instead of rethinking why the United States emerged victorious, 
Bush remained as ethically challenged as his predecessors in the Oval Office, 
with the possible exception of Carter, but at the same time he did not pursue 
world domination.'° 

Temporarily out of government when Bush lost his bid for reelection, Wol- 
fowitz became head of the Johns Hopkins School for Advanced International 
Studies. Most of his ideological Republican colleagues ensconced themselves 
in think tanks, issuing with his help such diplomatic prescriptions as the 1994 
“A Safe and Prosperous America: A U.S. Foreign Policy and Defense Policy 
Blueprint.” Later, during the 1996 presidential campaign, Richard Perle, Dou- 
glas J. Feith, David and Meyrav Wurmser, and a half-dozen other neo-cons 
took it upon themselves to write and/or sign a position paper entitled “A Clean 
Break: A New Strategy for Securing the Realm.” Originally written for the 
benefit of Benjamin Netanyahu after he became prime minister of Israel, it 
asserted: (1) that “removing Saddam from power in Iraq” would be in Israel’s 
best interest; and (2) that instead of honoring the Oslo Peace Accords, Israel 
should militarily reassert its claim to the West Bank and Gaza and consider a 
preemptive invasion of Lebanon, regardless of whether the threat was genuine, 
and a strategic initiative along its northern borders by engaging Hizballah [sic], 
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Syria, and Iran — as long is it could rally American support. While “the price 
in blood would be high,” these neo-cons matter-of-factly averred, “it would 
be a necessary form of detoxifcation — the only way out of Oslo’s web.” In 
summary, this neo-con position paper advised Netanyahu to make a “clean 
break ... by reestablishing the principle of preemption, rather than retaliation 
alone.” ™ (The Israeli prime minister in 1996 did not take this advice, but Ehud 
Olmert seemed to follow it in 2006 after the preemptive example of the Bush 
administration in Iraq.) 

After Clinton’s reelection the neo-conservatives from the Bush administra- 
tion once again operated out of their think tanks, including one they had 
founded in 1997, the Project for the New American Century (PNAC). In addi- 
tion to Donald Rumsfeld, Wolfowitz, Feith, Perle, Bill Kristol, and Sven Krae- 
mer, prominent members of PNAC included Dick Cheney, I. Lewis “Scooter” 
Libby, and Stephen Cambone. At the beginning of 1998, Rumsfeld, Wolfowitz, 
Feith, Perle, Sven Kraemer, and William Kristol, along with thirty-four neo-con 
members of the Committee for Peace and Security in the Gulf (CPSG), signed 
an open letter to Clinton insisting that regime change in Iraq “needs to become 
the aim of American foreign policy.” This meant, they said, the removal of 
Saddam Hussein. They reiterated this advice in a letter to Republican leaders 
of the House and Senate later that same year. It is worth noting that among the 
signatories of both letters were Donald Rumsfeld, Elliott Abrams, John Bolton, 
William J. Bennett, Richard Armitage, and Cheney’s protégé Zalmay Khalilzad, 
who had both Unocal oil and Taliban connections. Ten of the eighteen signing 
these letters later joined the George W. Bush administration. ‘* 

In September 2000, PNAC, some of whose prominent members had signed 
the 1998 letters to Clinton and Republicans in the House and Senate, issued 
a ninety-page report based on the “clean break” document and the previous 
1992 Defense Planning Guidance document. This one was entitled “Rebuild- 
ing America’s Defenses: Strategy, Forces and Resources for a New Century.” It 
called for $100 billion (or a 24 percent increase) in defense spending; weaponi- 
zation of the sky while denying to other countries the military use of outer space; 
development of tactical nuclear weapons to destroy underground bunkers; 
withdrawal from the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile treaty (ABM); a preemptive 
action against Iraq having nothing to do with Saddam Hussein; the construc- 
tion of several permanent bases in Iraq to protect oil fields and pipelines; the 
transfer of Iraq’s nationalized oil industry to Western petroleum corporations; 
and the targeting of weapons against Iran and North Korea. Although the 
authors of “Rebuilding American’s Defenses” ultimately “played a central role 
in spreading neo-Jacobin ideas outside and inside the U.S. government,” they 
realized that their millennium ideas remained too extreme to become policy 
“absent some catastrophic and catalyzing event like a New Pearl Harbor.” 
From this neo-con point of view, September 11 was heaven-sent because it 
provided the needed excuse for executing the PNAC blueprint for U.S. world 
domination. By 2000, for the first time since their angry nascence over Nixon’s 
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foreign policy, they had finally found a president in George W. Bush who would 
not reject them in midstream as Reagan had or disregard them as Bush Sr. and 
Clinton had. 

While neither Bush Sr. nor Clinton followed the extreme advice of these rad- 
ical conservatives, they indirectly made both presidents less inclined to reassess 
the independent internationalism or unilateral internationalism based on Amer- 
ican exceptionalism that the country had practiced during the Cold War and 
less inclined to question the Faustian ways in which the country had won that 
conflict. At the same time, both presidents were encouraged to think about the 
feasibility of maintaining a global Pax Americana. Both also inherited a set of 
theoretical post-Cold War problems and questions after the Soviet Union col- 
lapsed. At first the ideological mania of the Cold War had prevented them from 
being widely discussed, let alone resolved, and then post-Cold War triumphal- 
ism temporarily made them seem less important. Since September 11 they have 
all but been lost in the fog of fighting terrorism all over the world. Neither 
the first Bush nor the Clinton administration came to terms in the 1990s with 
these three seemingly intractable post-Cold War problems: (1) selective appli- 
cation of humanitarian interventions on behalf of minority rights that don’t 
always produce humanitarian results or place real limits on state sovereignty, 
(2) functioning versus fictional democracies, and (3) practical international aid 
for developing nations in a globalized economy. 


Humanitarian Limits on Sovereignty 


Perhaps the most difficult problem of the 1990s proved to be the basic “con- 
tradiction between sovereignty and international human rights.” Traditional 
sovereignty would definitely have been questioned much earlier had it not been 
for the Cold War. During that conflict the United States allied with foreign lead- 
ers wherever it could find them, regardless of what they did within their borders. 
But since the end of the Cold War, traditional sovereignty has been found want- 
ing in terms of human rights. In other words, human rights enforcement could 
no longer be considered the exclusive domestic domain of individual nation- 
states, and it could no longer be assumed that nations established in the 1990s 
would reflect the best of Western democratic and ethical values. This has given 
rise to international humanitarian interventions, or what is also called the new 
military humanism. 4 

Because of the effusion of ethnic, religious, and gender cleansing within old 
and new national boundaries during the first Bush administration, international 
lawyers scrutinized the meaning of sovereignty as never before. While not all 
such atrocities occurred in Eastern Europe in the 1990s, the incidents in Bosnia 
and Kosovo convinced some within Western jurisprudence circles and com- 
mittees of the UN that traditional national self-determination and its corol- 
lary, inviolate sovereignty, needed to be redefined. Increasingly, they debated 
whether such slaughter within self-determined borders could any longer be 
honored as the right of nation-states and whether the UN’s (and earlier the 
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League of Nation’s) commitment to noninterference in the internal affairs of 
member states should be reexamined. In 1992, the General Assembly passed a 
consensus resolution entitled the Declaration on the Rights of Persons Belong- 
ing to National or Ethnic, Religious, and Linguistic Minorities. This marked 
the first time since World War II that the United Nations had made protection 
of group minority rights and promotion of minority identity a primary issue. 
However, the declaration was nonbinding, and the relationship between this 
new definition of sovereignty and nation building remained unaddressed. "5 

In part, ethno-religious conflicts came back to haunt the post-Cold War 
world because most of them, such as the Armenia genocide, had not been 
addressed, let alone resolved, in the 1920s and 1930s. Then, their very exis- 
tence seemed to be denied or minimized by mandatory migration of popula- 
tions because of the universalization of human rights following World War II. 
As noted, few significant attempts at binding enforcement of human rights were 
made during the Cold War. Especially outside Europe, “binding international 
enforcement [of human rights] remain[ed] the exception rather than the rule.” 16 
For this reason, the end of the Cold War should not be compared to the end 
of the Second World War. In many ways the decades of the 1920s and 1930s 
have more in common with those of the 1980s and 1990s than the 1940s and 
1950s because of the unprecedented outbursts of ethnic and religious strife 
abroad, the return of the religious right in American culture and politics, con- 
servative domestic reform legislation, and destabilizing global economic foreign 
policies. 

This unresolved relationship between state autonomy and human rights 
forced George H. W. Bush and his secretary of state, James Baker, to reconsider 
the definition of sovereignty. In 1991, Bush refused to recognize six govern- 
ments emerging from the former Soviet Union until “[he was] satisfied they have 
made commitments to responsible security policies and democratic principles.” 
Subsequently, Secretary of State James Baker submitted criteria for obtaining 
diplomatic recognition that included strong pro-democratic, pro—human rights, 
and anti-internal violence policies. The European Union accepted these at an 
extraordinary European Political Council meeting on December 16, 1991, in 
a joint declaration entitled “Guidelines on the Recognition of New States in 
Eastern Europe in the Soviet Union.” 17 The Clinton administration, despite its 
intervention into Bosnia and Kosovo, did not see fit to improve theoretically 
upon these early Republican attempts to redefine sovereignty in the post-Cold 
War world. 

Equally perplexing, the UN and the major post-Cold War Western nations 
never seriously questioned whether it remained correct to equate the right of 
people to assert their national self-determination and their right to secede, as 
Woodrow Wilson had seemed to suggest over eighty years ago. As before, the 
problem of “who are the people” loomed large, as it had after World War I. 
So did the apparent mutual exclusiveness of the principle of self-determination 
and the principle that existing sovereign borders are sacrosanct and should 
not be altered. Even if this conundrum could be resolved (and it wasn’t in the 
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1990s), then the question remained: “why [was] the principle of the right to 
secede... applied selectively to Slovenia, Croatia, and Bosnia but not to other 
ethnic groups demanding secession elsewhere in the world?” The question still is 
unanswered in the first decade of the twenty-first century. According to Raju G. 
C. Thomas: “Slovenes, Croats, Muslims, and Albanians have all been conceded 
the right of self-determination but the Serbs of Croatia, Bosnia and Kosovo have 
been denied that right.” 18 

This asymmetrical application can only partially be explained in terms of 
international law. When Wilson’s concept of self-determination was written into 
the UN Charter it was a euphemism for decolonization, and as such it was never 
specifically defined. This meant self-determination did not allow for secession as 
Wilsonianism had implied in the interwar years. In fact, this post-World War II 
idea of self-determination did not include the idea that all peoples had a right 
to self-determination, only that all colonies had the right to be independent. 
The group human rights of minorities within these newly independent colonies 
(and established nations) was not a concern until toward the end of the Cold 
War because, as previously noted, the international community chose to reduce 
the number of ethnic groups facing hostile majorities through massive forced 
repatriation after World War II. As a result, the right of self-determination has 
not yet been redefined in the twenty-first century to mean the general right 
of sescession, that is, “external self-determination,” but rather has evolved to 
include the right of “internal self-determination.” Thus, the protection of group 
rights within a state is still considered a domestic issue under international law 
as it relates to minorities, meaning they should be accorded economic, social, 
and cultural development through legislation or a federal option of a certain 
amount of cultural or political autonomy.’ 

Clearly, the meaning of sovereignty is changing in the post-Cold War world, 
but this does not by any stretch of the imagination mean that nation-states 
are going to disappear soon or that their ability to oppress their citizens has 
dissipated.*° Nonetheless, sovereignty has never been absolute, and misuse of 
it is now subject to world scrutiny because of the globalization of mass com- 
munications through twenty-four-hour television coverage. 


Promoting Democracy 


The second major post-Cold War problem facing American presidents was 
the future of democracy. The United States took advantage of the evolving 
definition of traditional sovereignty and increased concern about human rights 
by promoting democracy as never before. The problem was that throughout 
the Cold War the United States had not understood the difference between 
“exporting” its model of democracy and “promoting” conditions that foster 
the foundations of democracy: economic security, independent judicial systems, 
property law, an educated middle class, civic responsibility, civilian control 
of the military, and multiparty free expression of opinion with a guaranteed, 
peaceful succession of power. By the middle of the 1990s, American promotion 
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of the expansion of democracy, however gratifying, had very shallow roots 
because the United States pursued democracy inconsistently as a idealist global 
crusade, while it primarily continued to practice a realist foreign policy based 
on ensuring stability in order to secure its material and strategic interests.** 

Bill Clinton indiscriminately praised the democratization of the post-Cold 
War world in hyperbolic rhetoric on his trips to Eastern Europe and Russia 
in 1994 and to Africa, Latin American, and China in 1998. One would never 
have known from his remarks that, worldwide, half of the “democratizing” 
countries he so uncritically praised either conducted questionable elections or 
remained what has been called “illiberal democracies” — that is, democracies 
that did not accord the freedom of constitutional liberalism to their people, 
especially their female citizens.** 

Newly emerging nations, in particular, are more often than not “hyperna- 
tionalistic and war-mongering” compared to established autocracies or liberal 
democracies. Thus, some political scientists have questioned Clinton’s unequiv- 
ocal and Wilsonian-sounding declaration in 1993 that he was pursuing “a 
strategy of enlargement — enlargement of the world’s...community of market 
democracies . . . [because] democracies rarely wage war on one another. . . [and] 
the movement toward democracy is the best guarantor of human rights.” This 
assertion was highly dubious then (and still is, even though it has been taken up 
by George W. Bush), in part because newly elected executives often lack control 
over the military or are, in fact, dependent on the military. Also questionable 
is the idea that “elections by themselves... translate into parliamentary rule 
or civilian control or an independent judiciary or fair taxes or protection for 
private property and minorities.” *3 

For example forty-nine of the new nations that emerged through elections 
from 1989 to 1996 represented small states and so did not substantially increase 
the number of “free” people worldwide. Many of them also cannot be called 
liberal democracies according to Freedom House, a nonpartisan research orga- 
nization. Of the 117 electoral democracies in the world as of August 2004, 88 
could be considered liberal or “free” countries, and 56 percent of the world’s 
population lived in these states. Worldwide, however, a Freedom House study 
in December 2004 found that 37 percent of all people lived under forty-nine 
regimes considered “not free,” and another 54 countries with 17 percent of the 
world’s population were deemed only “partly free, leaving 44 percent enjoying 
life in ‘free’ countries.” *4 

Additionally, there is little reason to believe, other than on the grounds 
of ethnocentrism and American exceptionalism, that democracy as a politi- 
cal base for nation-states is destined to triumph in any enduring sense. The 
New World Order may, instead, be characterized by numerous failed or dis- 
integrating nation-states that Western countries did not anticipate when they 
first celebrated the collapse of Communism.*> In the current globalized econ- 
omy, oligarchic city-states, regional states within national borders resembling 
tribal fiefdoms, or nomadic, one-dimensional, anarchistic or religious commu- 
nities without territory and only erratic political power, rather than democratic 
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nation-states, could become the norm if the New World Order continues to 
develop along the paradoxical lines of globalism and tribalism. Such a scenario 
is not promising in terms of democratic practice or theory. It may well be that 
the common end result of globalism and tribalism will be international fragmen- 
tation and anarchy rather than “common will and that conscious and collective 
human control under the guidance of law [that] we call democracy.””° 


Whither Globalization? 


The third unresolved post-Cold War problem facing the United States in the 
t99os had to do with the foreign policy implications of the switch from a 
quantitative trend of economic interdependence to a qualitative change in the 
international economic system based on the revolution in computer technol- 
ogy, known as globalization. This development has had an impact not only on 
the traditional sovereignty of individual states and the future of democracy but 
also on the multinational organizations that were established after the Second 
World War.*? For example, many, such as the Marshall Plan, NATO, the Gen- 
eral Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), the International Monetary Fund 
(IMF), the World Bank, and the Exchange Rate Mechanism of the European 
Monetary System (which came into existence after the collapse of the Bret- 
ton Woods system), were products of the Cold War. All were initially designed 
to promote integrative functions and produce regional security, regional mar- 
kets, and some modicum of currency stability. However, the ideological dispute 
between the United States and the Soviet Union also meant that “wartime mul- 
tilateral dreams of a united, stable, global economy supervised by international 
institutions gradually fell by the wayside... [and] national security concerns 
trumped the open-door vision of an open, nondiscriminatory world.”*® 

These same Cold War institutions, however, may not be reliable or adequate 
ones for structuring collective security and a global market of the future in a 
world without Soviet Communism. Until the World Trade Organization (WTO) 
was created in 1995 under GATT, the latter had lowered industrial tariffs and 
created trade preferences for developing nations, but it had neglected to remove 
the protectionist agricultural subsidies of the industrialized nations or to create 
a mechanism for resolving trading disputes among nations. Similar criticisms 
of the domestic and international impact of GATT have been made of its suc- 
cessor — the WTO. Likewise, before the end of the Cold War it was evident 
that the IMF had not fulfilled its original mission, which was to provide a col- 
lective response to countries in economic trouble by intervening because free 
markets often disadvantaged developing nations. Instead, it became an enforcer 
of the “Washington Consensus” and operated at the expense of poorer nations. 
While financial considerations prevailed under the IMF, trade policy prevailed 
under the WTO to the detriment of the environment and labor. GATT, the 
World Bank, and the IMF simply became instruments of the American capitalist 
market model in the course of the Cold War, and this trend continued after the 
end of that conflict.*? 
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It has been suggested that these deficiencies of globalization, caused by the 
current multilateral financial institutions, could be overcome if those institu- 
tions would focus on aiding low-income emerging democratic nations rather 
than autocratic regimes, because the former economically outperform the lat- 
ter. Given the difficulties in evaluating the level of democracy actually practiced 
by countries in the developing world and in overcoming the entrenched inter- 
ests governing the World Bank, the IMF, and the WTO, it is not likely that 
such advice will be, or could be, followed in the near future. Others, such 
as Joseph Stiglitz, believe that only wholesale reform of existing international 
institutions and the “creation of new ones like a global reserve system” to make 
trade fairer and to discourage despotism and corruption is necessary. He thinks 
only international rather than national democratic control can rescue world- 
wide economic institutions from special interests. Whether national politicians 
would allow the creation of institutions beyond domestic politics in order to 
save globalization is dubious.*° 


Clintonian Diplomacy 


After six months in office the Clinton administration had not yet come up with 
clear foreign policies addressing the three theoretical post-Cold War problems 
just discussed. At first, Clinton simply followed Bush’s foreign policy lead during 
his first term and could claim only two foreign policy “triumphs” after eighteen 
months in power, both of which took place in 1993: the ratification of the 
North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and the 1993 Arafat-Rabin 
agreement, although this had been brokered by Norway and, in truth, had 
more to do with Carter’s Camp David diplomacy than any initiative on the part 
of Clinton or his foreign policy team. This rocky start did not improve until 
1995, and even in his second term U.S. diplomacy remained erratic and hard to 
understand, except for Clinton’s New Democratic (i.e., old style conservative) 
adherence to spreading free market democracy. Otherwise, his foreign policy 
seemed to consist of “directionless compromises” based on endless, anguished 
“process[ing] without purpose. ”3" 

The only consistent diplomatic hallmark of the Clinton presidency can be 
found in his promotion of “economism” in foreign policy. Comparing the 
United States to a “big corporation competing in the global marketplace,” 
Clinton and such cabinet members as Secretary of Commerce Ron Brown, 
Secretary of Labor Robert Reich, Secretary of the Treasury Robert Rubin, 
Trade Representative Mickey Kantor, and Secretary of State Warren Christo- 
pher unapologetically placed economic security at the top of their foreign pol- 
icy agenda in their pursuit of a particular type of globalization. Economism is 
associated with managed trade, market access through bilateral and regional 
agreements, and an obsession with national trade deficits rather than global 
imbalances. It is sometimes called “Third Way” globalism, market fundamen- 
talism, or corporate libertarianism. Economism often finds itself at odds with 
the American myth of free trade and the promotion of democracy and human 


146 A Faustian Foreign Policy 


rights and also seemes to contradict some of the tenets of the “Washington 
Consensus” or neo-liberal economic theories followed during the Cold War.3* 

It was not just “economism” that contained some internal contradictions in 
terms of traditional American capitalism; so did Clinton’s pursuit of a more 
peaceful and humanitarian world through globalization. When this contra- 
diction became evident in relations with China, Clinton quickly abandoned 
“making human rights a cornerstone of our foreign policy” by relating it to 
trade. On May 28, 1993, he granted temporary most-favored-nation status 
(MEN) to China, saying: “I decided, with the unanimous support of my for- 
eign policy and economic advisors, to extend MFN,” Clinton later explained, 
“and, for the future to delink our human rights efforts from trade.” Later, the 
Clinton administration not only granted permanent MEN status for China, but 
also strongly supported Chinese admission to the WTO after that country per- 
functorily promised not to use prison labor in products exported to the U.S., 
to release political and/or religious prisoners, and not to discriminate against 
American businesses — once again confirming that Clinton’s only diplomatic 
consistency came in the area of economic foreign policy.’ 

Clintonian diplomacy also left a more unilateral than cooperative legacy than 
is usually acknowledged. For example, the 1999 “A National Security Strategy 
for a New Century” (NSS), written after the 1993 attack on the World Trade 
Center and the 1999 bombings of the U.S. embassies in Kenya and Tanzania, 
stated that the United States would take unilateral preemptive action against 
terrorists. So did the earlier 1995 Presidential Decision Directive 39, issued in 
June 1995. The last Clinton NSS issued in December 2000, “A National Security 
Strategy for a Global Age,” stated: “We will do what we must to defend these 
[U.S. vital] interests. They may involve the use of military force, including uni- 
lateral action, where deemed necessary or appropriate.” Moreover, by the end 
of his presidency Clinton had expressed dissatisfaction with the Kyoto Treaty 
and the International Criminal Court, and he did not sign the Land-Mines 
Treaty. Nonetheless, his administration, like the elder Bush’s, never completely 
abandoned the Wilsonian ideal of relying on the United Nations, on a network 
of alliances and other international organizations, on the promotion of democ- 
racy and trade as a way to foster global peace, and on countering individual 
rogue nations and terrorism in general.*4 

Clinton legitimately claimed success for the 1995 Middle Eastern diplomatic 
initiative coordinated by State Department official Dennis Ross, and his admin- 
istration does deserve credit for the October 1998 Wye River Memorandum, 
which kept the negotiations between Benjamin Netanyahu and Yasser Arafat 
from completely falling apart. However, within weeks the Israeli cabinet decided 
against implementing the Wye Memorandum. Then Clinton engaged in an ulti- 
mately fruitless quest to bring about an agreement between Ehud Barak and 
Arafat at Camp David in July 2000. After violence broke out once again when 
Ariel Sharon visited the Temple Mount complex in September 2000, Clinton 
made a final proposal to both Barak and Arafat at the very end of his second 
term. Israel responded with lengthy reservations and continued to increase the 
number of settlements in the occupied territories. Arafat rejected this proposal 
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outright because no Palestinian leader would have survived accepting its terms, 
which, among other things, would have released Israel from complying with 
UN resolutions calling for its withdrawal from land occupied in 1967. The 
talks between Israelis and Palestinians at Taba in January 2001 also failed, 
but did lay the groundwork for the unofficial 2003 Geneva Initiative.’ In the 
end, Clinton’s various efforts to broker peace between the Palestine Authority 
and Israel proved too little, too late and left the impression that Arafat alone, 
rather than the Israeli leadership, was responsible for his failed Middle Eastern 
policy. 

In addition to these matters, Clinton faced two immediate and concrete 
foreign policy problems: (1) how to deal with the Cold War legacy of the pro- 
liferation of nuclear weapons and conventional arms races, and (2) what to 
do about ethnic cleansing in the former Yugoslavia. Initially, Clinton took no 
significant action on either of these issues. 


Nuclear and Conventional Weapons 


With respect to the problem of weapons proliferation Clinton faced the conun- 
drum that despite the end of the Cold War, the U.S. economy remained on a 
wartime footing, and there was little talk of demobilizing as there had been 
after the First and Second World Wars. In this sense, he did not deviate from 
the first post-Cold War National Security Strategy Report (NSS) issued by the 
Bush administration in March 1990, which talked about “threats to our inter- 
ests” that required the country to strengthen its “defense industrial base” by 
investing “in new facilities and equipment as well as in research and develop- 
ment,” including high-tech counterinsurgency and low-intensity conflict reso- 
lution weapons and tactics. Following this line of reasoning, both the Bush and 
Clinton administrations urged the Soviet Union to demilitarize, and Clinton set 
an example by reducing the troop force by 300,000. In 1992, the United States 
had also stopped making and testing nuclear arms, settling for an arsenal of 
10,000 warheads — each with a nuclear-core life span of a half-century. In 1996, 
the United States became the first country to sign the Comprehensive Nuclear 
Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), but in 1999 Congress refused to ratify this treaty, 
which Clinton blamed on the development of nuclear weapons by both India 
and Pakistan and growing isolationism among Republicans. His memoirs do 
not indicate that he expended any great effort on behalf of this treaty, perhaps 
because of his preoccupation with personal, political, and legal problems.*° 

Since Clinton’s record on nuclear proliferation left much to be desired, critics 
naturally turned to conventional weapons and asked: If the United States did 
not “promote a world substantially less armed and substantially less econom- 
ically and psychologically dependent on the global arms trade,” who would? 
Ultimately, Clinton turned the United States into the largest arms dealer in the 
post-Cold War world after his administration spent eight years talking about 
nonproliferation of both conventional and nuclear weapons. This trend contin- 
ued unabated under George W. Bush until, by 2005, the United States accounted 
for 47 percent of all arms sales in the world.37 
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At first, in keeping with the policy set in motion by Nixon twenty years 
earlier, Clinton simply accepted his predecessor’s decision to sell seventy-two 
F-r5 aircraft to Saudi Arabia, ensuring another round in the Middle East arms 
race. While the administration supported what it called “counterproliferation,” 
it did little except to obfuscate the problem with rhetoric. In fact, his first 
secretary of defense, Les Aspin, spoke about preemptive military action and 
promoted U.S. theater missile defenses (TMDs) by substituting a ground-based 
missile defense system for Reagan’s space-based one at little or no savings to the 
American people. Instead of Star Wars or the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), 
the Clinton administration adopted the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization 
(BMDO).38 

This antimissile defense system violated the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile 
(ABM) treaty and represented a devious kind of unilateralism. Despite Russian 
and allied opposition, on Clinton’s watch both parties in Congress endorsed 
some version of a nuclear defense system, also in violation of the ABM treaty. 
While Republicans said that the treaty should just be chucked, the Clinton 
administration came up with an even more ingenious and Faustian way to 
violate the ABM treaty. Rather than forthrightly withdrawing from the treaty, 
Clinton’s advisers told him to go ahead with his limited missile defense system 
and simply “let the next administration decide whether to abrogate the Antibal- 
listic Missile Treaty.” That way, he could avoid the charge that “breaking the 
treaty [was] his lasting legacy in arms control.” >? 

Finally, it should be remembered that Clinton intervened in more countries 
than any president since Woodrow Wilson. He engaged in a series of overt, 
but largely unilateral and fitful, military actions in Somalia (initiated under 
Bush and continued by the UN), Bosnia, Haiti, Iraq, Sudan, Afghanistan, and 
finally, Kosovo. All of these unilateral actions were undertaken in the name 
of U.S. economic or national security and sometimes on behalf of free market 
democracy (self-determination) or peacekeeping (now called nation building), 
but seldom in the name of fighting terrorism. This pattern of intervention did 
nothing to take the United States from its traditional practice of independent 
internationalism even though he compiled with the War Power Resolution twice 
as many times as his five predecessors. Thus, Clinton did not contribute in any 
way to the systematic overhaul of U.S. foreign policy so needed because the 
Cold War had ended.*° 


Ethnic Cleansing 


With respect to the second immediate post-Cold War diplomatic problem — 
ethnic cleansing in Eastern Europe - the Clinton administration inherited from 
its predecessor a most complex and murky situation in the former Yugoslavia. 
After all, even Woodrow Wilson, who wanted to save the world for democracy, 
had warned back in r919: “If you want to put out a fire in the Balkans, if you 
want to stamp out the smoldering flames in some part of Central Europe, you 
don’t send to the United States for troops.” 4+ 
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Once war broke out in Croatia in 1991, Western leaders in general did not 
comprehend the real causes any more than they had in the interwar years. On the 
one hand, they thought that civil war was inevitable in the Balkans, especially 
in Bosnia, because of its history of ethnic and religious conflict whenever the 
area was not ruled by imperial or communist dictatorships. On the other, they 
viewed the conflict in Yugoslavia as typical Greater Serbian territorial ambitions 
based on revanche. In either case, Western leaders regarded the implosion of 
Yugoslavia as an anachronism in the post-Cold War world — a world they 
triumphally envisioned as one based on prosperity and peace. Out of their 
own nationalist ethnocentrism, they objectified the nationalism of the Balkans 
as “other” and barbaric. Most simply stated, with the fall of Communism, 
Yugoslavia lost its strategic importance as an economic and potential military 
deterrent to the Soviet Union. As a result of all of the above, the West failed to 
take action.** 

In his first months in office Clinton conceded to the fait accompli created by 
the Serbian (and then Croatian) ethnic cleansing policy when he announced an 
ineffectual food drop and no-fly zone and allowed the Serbian siege of Sarajevo 
and other cities to continue. A year later, the U.S. Senate voted by a close margin 
to force the president to end the embargo of weapons for the Bosnian Muslims, 
but in the interim American leadership on this question was notable by its 
absence and resulted in 100,000 more deaths between 1993 and 1995, for a 
total of 250,000 in four years of slaughter. While some Americans argued that 
Bosnia-Herzegovina was Europe’s problem, once it became clear that neither 
the EC nor the UN would act, it became incumbent upon the United States to 
do so, for the following reasons. 

First, faster intervention would have saved more lives and been cheaper in 
the long run rather than waiting for full-scale ethnic wars to develop, as later 
demonstrated in Rwanda. Second, clearly the humanitarian principles at stake 
in the area were those for which so much had been sacrificed during World 
War II. It made a mockery of the Holocaust for the United States to turn a 
blind eye to what was happening simply because no easy victory could be 
ensured. Third, American inaction simply confirmed the worst critique of the 
U.S. during the Cold War, namely, that the country was capable of military 
action only when Communism or essential resources such as oil were at stake. 
Fourth, inaction in Bosnia-Herzegovina divided Western nations as the Soviet 
Union never had. Their disagreement over military action in Eastern Europe 
between 1992 and 1995 set the stage for a much more bitter disagreement 
over the 2003 invasion of Iraq and general confusion about when cooperative 
humanitarian action should take place. Finally, the integrity and credibility of 
NATO had reached a new low by 1995, and so the Clinton administration 
came to the conclusion that intervening in Bosnia-Herzegovina could revitalize 
it.44 Sadly, NATO intervention in 1995 did not prevent the ethnic partition of 
Bosnia-Herzegovina as it came to be embodied in the Dayton Accords. 

The Dayton meeting in November 1995 demonstrated once again that 
Western leaders had made a mistake with respect to the question of 
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self-determination and minority rights. This time the mistake stemmed from 
talking in generalities about guaranteeing minority rights but in practice focus- 
ing almost exclusively on the Kosovo Albanians. This set the stage for the 
later armed intervention against what remained of the Federal Republic of 
Yugoslavia under Milosevic. In Dayton other minority problems, such as the 
Serbs in Croatia, were largely ignored and not represented. For this reason, the 
Dayton Accords are an oxymoron. They did not create common central insti- 
tutions with Muslim, Serb, or Croat support, thus precluding a unified Bosnian 
state. There was no agreement for the return of refugees so that millions might 
finally assume their former lives. Finally, the apartheid arrangement among the 
Bosnian-Croatian Federation, the Croatian community of Herceg-Bosna, and 
the Republika Srpska, each backed by armies and other paramilitary groups, 
foreclosed the possibility of the creation of a nonethnic Bosnian citizenry.*5 


Intervention in Haiti but not Rwanda 


Unlike his economic foreign policy, Clinton’s political foreign policy wavered 
between action and inaction and also between multilateralism and unilateral- 
ism. For example, he did not welcome Haitian immigrants, reversing a cam- 
paign promise, but later used military force in 1994 to restore Jean-Bertrand 
Aristide to power and then did not provide the promised aid after withdrawing 
U.S. troops. Haiti’s history since declaring its independence from the French 
in 1804 (which the United States did not recognize until 1862) is a nightmare 
of multiple constitutions, coups, revolts, revolutions, assassinations, dictators, 
and self-perpetuating poverty, often aided and abetted by sporadic U.S. mili- 
tary interventions, indifference, and economic interference. The only relatively 
honest election in the country’s history occurred in December 1990, bringing 
the former Catholic priest Jean-Bertrand Aristide to the presidency. Even before 
Aristide —a Salesian priest and the product of liberation theology and the poor - 
could be inaugurated, a failed military coup took place. Once in office, his dis- 
appointedly violent administration only lasted until September 1991, when Lt. 
General Raoul Cédras replaced him and established a ruling military junta. 
While it is widely believed in Haiti that the United States was involved in the 
coup, there is no concrete proof of this, although the American Embassy was 
probably aware that a coup would take place. George H. W. Bush followed 
the lead of the Organization of American States by freezing Haiti’s assets in the 
United States and ordering a trade embargo in October. At the same time, he 
refused to accept Haitians trying to escape to the United States by boat. Instead, 
he declined to screen them for refugee status, as required by both a 198x bilat- 
eral interdiction agreement with Haiti and the 1951 UN Convention Relating 
to the Status of Refugees, ordering them returned to Haiti.4° Enter Bill Clinton. 

Despite his criticism during the 1992 campaign of Bush’s treatment of 
Haitians attempting to escape Haiti for political reasons, after winning the 
presidency Clinton followed his predecessor’s refugee policy. Procrastinating 
as usual, Clinton did not order a general review of Haitian policy until March 
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1994, and on May 2 he announced that he could no longer rule out the use 
of U.S. force. At the same time he reinstated screening procedures for Haitian 
refugees, and the UN Security Council passed a comprehensive set of sanctions 
and embargos against Haiti and the junta. As Haitian refugees flooded into 
U.S. territorial waters, the military cabal became more defiant throughout the 
summer of 1994. This led the United Nations in July to approve an invasion of 
Haiti by a Multinational Force (MNF) led by the United States. In September, 
former President Jimmy Carter and members of the Clinton State Department, 
National Security Council, and Pentagon were in Port-au-Prince negotiating 
with Cédras and the junta. The resulting accord called for Aristide’s return on 
October 15, with Cédras to receive a generous $1 million in U.S. payments 
and services upon his departure. Hearing this, Clinton cancelled the military 
operation, ostensibly because Carter and other American negotiators were still 
in Haiti. Belatedly, on September 19, American troops landed in a “permissive 
atmosphere,” finding themselves greeted on the beach by members of the press 
who dubbed the action an “intervasion.”47 

Throughout this process Clinton predicted that democracy and prosperity 
would soon flower under Operation Restore Democracy. The failure of the 
which lasted until 1934, to deliver on the same idealistic promises should have 
tempered Clinton’s rhetoric and hopes. In March 1995, the UN Mission in Haiti 
(UNMIH) took over for the MNF with a contingent of 2,400 U.S. troops out 
of 6,000, but the situation continued to deteriorate through the end of 1997, 
when these UN peacekeepers were replaced by the UN Civilian Police Mission 
in Haiti (MIPONUH). All vestiges of the UN mission ended in February 2001. 
In their memoirs, both President Clinton and his secretary of state, Madeleine 
Albright, ignored the fact that, as of the end of 2003, conditions in Haiti were 
worse than they had been before U.S. intervention in 1994.*° 

Just as they had in Haiti, aides to Clinton promised to develop a new African 
policy, but none emerged. This proved especially true with regard to the Cold 
War legacy in Angola, where, as noted previously, UNITA, long backed by 
the United States, refused to accept the outcome of the democratic election 
of José Eduardo dos Santos. As of May 1993, American civil rights leaders 
pressured the Clinton administration into recognizing dos Santos in order to 
help end a civil war that had raged there since 1975, killing a half-million people. 
Otherwise, the United States ignored the fighting that continued throughout the 
1990s. The Clinton administration’s other African policies consisted of refusing 
suggestions to meet with President Ibrahim Babangida of Nigeria as a show of 
support for that country’s multiparty elections held in June 1993 and declining 
to develop a strategy forcing one-time American ally Mobutu Sese Seko, who 
had driven Zaire into bankruptcy, to step down.*? 

Probably the most ethically suspect inaction of the Clinton administration 
in Africa occurred when it did not attempt to prevent the genocide that took 
place in Rwanda in 1994. Despite the president’s highly publicized “apology” 
to a tightly guarded group of Rwandan officials at the Kigali Airport in 1998, 
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it has now been documented beyond any doubt that he and his top advisers 
“knew enough about the genocide early on to save lives, but passed up countless 
opportunities to intervene.” While the slaughter of 800,000 Tutsis took place 
in a three-month period in 1994, the Clinton administration refused to use the 
term genocide, blocked UN action, and never even held a “principals’ meeting” 
of cabinet officers to discuss the massacre. Most senior officials denied knowing 
about the extent of the killings.°° 

Typically, Clinton apparently convinced himself that if he had known more 
he would have taken action, but the facts contained in recently declassified doc- 
uments belie his stance and that of then UN Ambassador Albright. Sadly, the 
post-Cold War lesson of Rwanda is that top U.S. policy makers “will suffer no 
sanction if they do nothing to curb atrocities. The national interest remains nar- 
rowly constructed to exclude stopping genocide.” Not surprisingly, the United 
States remains the only major government that has not conducted an official 
inquiry into its role during the Rwandan crisis.5" 


NATO Expansion and Intervention in Kosovo 


The Clinton administration’s singular unilateral action occurred when it insisted 
on expanding NATO over considerable opposition from prominent members 
of the foreign policy establishment. This included the dean of U.S. Cold War 
diplomacy, George Kennan, the former senator Sam Nunn, and a two-to-one 
majority of those on the prestigious Foreign Affairs Council, to say nothing of 
Russian President Yeltsin, who viewed such expansion not only as hostile to 
Russia but also as a renewal of the Cold War. These critics argued that NATO 
was no longer needed because the United States had no significant enemy after 
the end of the Cold War and only American arms makers stood to profit from 
it. Clearly, NATO’s credibility was at stake, and expansion looked like one way 
to salvage it. Clinton has never offered any plausible explanation for NATO 
expansion or identified who within his administration first introduced him to 
and convinced him of the idea, although it appears to have been Tony Lake. His 
Strategic Concept approved in 1999 for a “new NATO,” based on enlargement 
and out-of-area interventions beyond the borders of member states, seemed to 
be “treating NATO as an icon that must be preserved” rather than considering 
other alternatives, such as encouraging a practical build-up of the military and 
civil-society building skills of the Organization for Security and Cooperation in 
Europe (OSCE). Instead, in the 1990s the first Bush and Clinton administrations 
both “maneuvered to keep the OSCE in the background and to discourage it 
from challenging NATO’s primacy in European defense structures.” * 
Although it took from 1993 until 1998 to obtain official Senate approval 
for the enlargement of NATO, Clinton and his advisers moved ahead with 
expansion in the interim through the Partnership for Peace (PFP). This docu- 
ment invited the emerging democracies of Eastern Europe and Russia to partic- 
ipate in NATO military exercises, and Clinton eventually convinced NATO 
foreign ministers to issue invitations to potential new members — Poland, 
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Hungary, and the Czech Republic — all before he had obtained Senate con- 
sent.” That the economies of these three countries would have benefitted more 
from membership in the European Union rather than in NATO, which required 
them to go further into debt to meet increased military expenditures against a 
phantom enemy, was simply not explained to the American people or seri- 
ously discussed as an option inside the White House. Increasingly, an expanded 
NATO appears to be simply an existential instrument for symbolizing American 
hegemony throughout Central and Eastern Europe. 

The first use of this expanded NATO occurred when the United States deter- 
mined that NATO should invade Kosovo in March 1999 with “only the most 
superficial understanding of the origins of the Kosovo crisis, the complexity of 
the dispute, and the nature of Serbian nationalism.” Secretary of State Albright 
personified this historical short-sightedness so much that this NATO inter- 
vention has been called “Madeleine’s War.” Albright thought of herself as a 
“child of Munich” and dogmatically viewed Milosevic as the personification 
of Hitler, a dictator who should not be appeased. Many questions have been 
raised about the grossly exaggerated claims the Clinton administration gave as 
the reasons for invading. The Clinton administration never acknowledged that 
in 1998 the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) had been listed as a terrorist orga- 
nization because it had received funds from Osama bin Laden. It also never 
made public that the KLA had deliberately provoked the Serbs to attack in 
order to force NATO action so that the Albanians could obtain independence. 
Instead, before the beginning of the seventy-eight-day bombing of Yugoslavia, 
the Clinton administration misleadingly asserted that a “humanitarian emer- 
gency” had been created by the displacement of 250,000 Albanians, and that 
the Serbs had slaughtered tens of thousands of Kosovars whose bodies were in 
“mass graves.” 34 

The most severe critics have concluded that rather than being a “humanitar- 
ian intervention,” the Kosovo invasion represented a crime against humanity 
because of the use of 25,000 cluster bombs and missiles and depleted uranium, 
which resulted in the killing of an estimated 1,800 civilians of all nationalities. 
More devastating, perhaps, is the charge that this war “broke a fundamental 
legal barrier,” thus setting the precedent for George W. Bush’s invasion of both 
Afghanistan and Iraq without specific UN approval. In fact, when longtime 
neo-con Richard Perle “thanked God for the death of the UN,” he cited the 
war in Kosovo as being responsible for the United Nations’ demise.% 

Amnesty International made the nonhumanitarian aspects of the NATO 
bombing of Kosovo a separate section of its year 2000 annual report, and the 
media were faulted for not reporting NATO forces’ violations of humanitarian 
international law. Amnesty International found, for example, that instead of 
the 100,000 dead claimed before the invasion, the Serbs had killed fewer than 
2,000 Kosovars, and the report documented that NATO had killed 500 civil- 
ians and that the Serbian police, aided by paramilitary units of the Yugoslav 
army, had forced the expulsion of 850,000 Albanians. Random violent excesses 
by the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) against Serbs followed, resulting in the 
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exodus of 230,000. This displacement of both Albanians and Serbs occurred 
after NATO intervened, primarily because of the inadequate number of ground 
troops and the fact that peacekeeping simply does not work where there is 
no effective government. The Amnesty International report concluded that 
“NATO forces may have violated international humanitarian law.” The Inter- 
national Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) and Human 
Rights Watch suggested the same thing in 2000.°° Needless to say, the American 
peace movement was confounded by the public relations blitz on the part of 
the Clinton administration claiming that Kosovo was a successful humanitarian 
effort. 

Nonetheless, after UN officials began administering the region in 1999, 
vengeful Albanians drove another 100,000 Serbs out of Kosovo. In March 
2004, an anti-Serbian attack by the KLA killed 19 and wounded 900. Asa result, 
the Serbs refused to participate in the October parliamentary elections, setting 
back the peace and reconciliation process there. As of 2003-04, both Bill Clin- 
ton and Madeleine Albright continued to claim Kosovo a success and to affirm 
Kosovo as a model for air campaigns unsupported by ground forces.57 In truth, 
another apartheid situation has been created because almost no Serbs now live 
in major cities, and most are in rural enclaves. Even phone calls between those 
in Albanian and Serbian areas of Kosovo are international, although the indi- 
viduals may only live blocks away from one another. Since Clinton’s NATO-led 
intervention into Kosovo, the country has become a geopolitical no-man’s-land, 
the lawbreaking capitol of Europe, where a sex and drug trade and organized 
crime flourish. The chances of Serbia-(and Russia)-approving independence 
remain slim.5® Nonetheless, in May 2007 the UN Security Council began to 
consider endorsing internationally supervised independence for Kosovo. 


Clinton and Terrorism 


In retrospect, the most contested aspect of Clinton’s foreign policy remains his 
responses in the 1990s to various terrorists attacks against the United States — 
most specifically, the way he dealt with the threat represented by al Qaeda 
and Osama bin Laden. After September 11, Republican critics were quick to 
blame the Democrats for leaving the country in a vulnerable position vis-a- 
vis terrorists. Specifically, they took up the charge that Sudanese officials had 
offered to turn bin Laden over to either the Saudis or the United States and 
that Clinton had rejected other overtures from the Omar Hassan Ahmed al- 
Bashir regime because his administration had declared Sudan a state sponsor 
of terrorism and closed the CIA station in Khartoum in 1995.5? 

Indeed, even by the president’s own account, his administration’s record 
on terrorism leaves much to be desired. The forty-second president devoted 
scarcely 50 pages out of almost 1,000 in his memoir to the subject of terrorism 
and terrorists, and he did not systematically discuss any of the major terrorist 
acts his administration confronted. From the investigation and prosecution of 
the 1993 World Trade Center attacks, to the bombing of suspected terrorist sites 
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in Iraq, Sudan, and Afghanistan, to the 2000 attack on the USS Cole, the Clinton 
administration’s responses remained uncoordinated and sometimes unethical. 
Moreover, Clinton did not mention in his memoirs anything about the likely 
torturing in the Philippines of Abdul Hakim Murad, one of the witnesses who 
later testified against those responsible for the bombing of the World Trade 
Center. According to the Wall Street Journal, the Clinton administration also 
allowed a limited number of suspected terrorists captured in the Balkans to be 
flown to Egypt, whose interrogation methods could not be conducted in the 
United States.°° 

Unlike his diplomacy of delay and vacillation before his reelection in 1996, 
during his second term Clinton acted quickly, but with no prolonged efforts, 
to the terrorist attacks that occurred during his administration. Cruise missile 
attacks, while dramatic and seemingly decisive, are no substitute for sustained 
and coherent endeavors. It remains to be seen whether future declassification 
of documents will reveal more schematic logic and effective actions behind 
Clinton’s diplomacy with respect to the threat of terrorism. Whether anything 
the Clinton administration did would have prevented the attacks on Septem- 
ber rz is unlikely, but its vacillating approach certainly encouraged the neo- 
conservatives, who came back into power with George W. Bush, to claim that 
the Democrats had been remiss in confronting terrorism in the 1990s. 

Nonetheless, the Clinton administration did turn over to the incoming Bush 
administration a thirty-page document written by Clinton’s national security 
adviser, Samuel (Sandy) R. Berger, detailing the terrorist threat to the United 
States, which Condoleezza Rice apparently disregarded. Later, in October 2003, 
Berger stole five copies (and destroyed three) of a highly classified document 
indicating how the Clinton administration had assessed in 1999 the threat 
of terrorists attacks. Only fifteen people saw this document, which contained 
twenty-nine recommendations. It is not clear whether this is the document 
Berger claims to have given to Rice. What is clear is that she ignored an elab- 
orate thirteen-page memorandum dated January 25, 2001 (with attachments 
dating from 1998 and 2000) she received from Richard A. Clarke, then her top 
counterterrorism adviser, urgently recommending that there be a “Principals 
level review” of the global network of al Qaeda. Clinton also has claimed that 
he warned Bush as he left office in 2001 that the country’s “biggest security 
problem was Osama bin Laden..” 6 

The decade of the 1990s ended with American foreign policy drifting aim- 
lessly on a sea in whose depths lurked both the Kirkpatrick and Wolfowitz 
Doctrines, waiting to surface when conditions were right so that the neo-cons 
could abandon even paying lip service to independent internationalism in favor 
of unbridled unilateralism and the pursuit of U.S. hegemony. 
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The management of foreign relations appears to be the most susceptible of abuse, 
of all the trusts committed to a Government, because they can be concealed or 
disclosed, or disclosed in such parts & at such times as will best suit particular 
views and because the body of the people are less capable of judging & are more 
under the influence of prejudices, on that branch of their affairs, than of any other. 
Perhaps it is a universal truth that the loss of liberty at home is to be charged to 
provisions against danger, real or pretended, from abroad. 

James Madison, letter to Thomas Jefferson, 1798 


George Walker Bush, after a very shaky start during his initial eight months 
in office, accompanied by declining polls and a declining economy, seemed 
on his way to greatness as the first president of the twenty-first century for 
combatting the terrorism that resulted in attacks upon the twin Trade Center 
towers and the Pentagon. These remarkably successful suicide missions shocked 
and united the country as had no event since Pearl Harbor back in 1941-not 
even the assassination of John F. Kennedy. But presidential greatness is a tricky 
concept. It often exists more in the eye of the beholder than in reality. 

For example, FDR’s New Deal did not end the Great Depression in the 1930s; 
only war production during World War II restored the country’s economy. 
However, his dramatic actions in that time of economic hardship and as a 
wartime leader were perceived as successes that led to his being elected to an 
unprecedented four terms. Perhaps it is unfair to compare other presidents to 
Franklin Roosevelt because he occupied the Oval Office longer than anyone 
else. But his positive reputation in the minds of most Americans at the time and 
among most historians since demonstrates that perceived, rather than actual, 
achievements determine whether presidential influence prevails or fails in any 
given crisis. Such success is not necessarily based on truth or facts, but often on 
public relations and virtual reality. 

Historians have long argued over whether crises change or radically alter 
the policies of presidents. Most agree that Pearl Harbor unleashed FDR’s latent 
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internationalism, and so his wartime efforts did not represent a dramatic about- 
face on foreign policy, as did his New Deal programs for handling the Great 
Depression. There is little indication that September 11 changed the basic 
domestic policies that George W. Bush had campaigned on in 2000, except 
that, like Roosevelt, he initially said he favored balanced budgets and less gov- 
ernment spending. And like Roosevelt, by the end of his first term he had created 
the largest federal deficit in history. 


Bush’s Domestic Policy 


Once in the White House, Bush advocated the same domestic programs that he 
had as a presidential candidate. So he indicated that he would enforce national 
testing standards, which came to be known as “No Child Left Behind”; allow 
“faith-based” groups to compete for government social service grants; reform 
Medicare and subsidize prescription drugs for poor seniors through private 
companies rather than allow the government to negotiate with pharmaceuti- 
cal companies for lower prices; let younger workers invest part of their Social 
Security taxes in personal retirement funds; institute a package of tax cuts (pri- 
marily for the rich), including a reduction in income tax rates and elimination 
of the estate tax; and promote free trade agreements. By the end of his first 
term Bush had succeeded in getting Congress to approve all of these campaign 
pledges in some form, with the exception of privatizing Social Security, and he 
had begun to make significant domestic and foreign faith-based appointments 
to posts where “right moral attitude was more important than competence” in 
law enforcement, education, medicine, and science.* 

The only new aspects of his domestic agenda emerged after September 11, 
and they consisted of policies with the potential for violating the civil liberties 
of not only legal and illegal aliens but also American citizens. It began with 
the Patriot Act and then expanded through a spate of executive orders autho- 
rizing warrantless domestic wiretaps and other surveillance programs, military 
courts without the right of habeas corpus, mass arrests of suspected immigrants 
without specific charges, unaccountable CIA prisons and secret renditions, and 
restricted access to government documents, especially the papers of former pres- 
idents. As these mostly secret actions were slowly revealed, Bush seemed to be 
indicating to Americans that he would take care of the terrorists and make deci- 
sions to keep the country safe “without involving the courts, Congress or the 
press.” * 

There is something implicitly hypocritical, paternalistic, and antidemocratic 
about this approach to governing. Even though Americans were willing to sac- 
rifice for the war on terrorism immediately after September 11, Bush did not ask 
them to give up anything (with the possible exception of civil liberties). Instead, 
he told them to go out and shop. Nor were they urged to change any other pri- 
vate behavioral patterns, as was so common during World War II (and toa lesser 
degree during World War I), when rationing, conservation, a draft, increased 
taxes, and a lower standard of living became part and parcel of patriotism. 
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No effective worldwide war has been fought by any country without asking 
its citizens to forfeit something to the war effort - until Bush initiated a global 
war against terrorism. The question is why? Why have consumerism and accep- 
tance of lack of government transparency as traditional civil rights are trampled 
become the major contributions Americans can make to the Iraqi war effort? 
Normality (or “normalcy,” to use President Harding’s malapropism) in this war 
on terrorism has come to mean “home-front business as usual.” Isn’t shopping 
exactly what American were doing with abandon before September 11? In fact, 
according to Lizabeth Cohen, ever since “buying everything in sight became 
the new patriotism” in the 1950s, consumerism has been at the heart of Amer- 
ican national pride. Bush did not invent this type of commercial patriotism, 
he simply gave it a gigantic boost, especially after he began to talk about an 
“ownership” society, which appeared to be a euphemism for more conspicu- 
ous consumption and privatization of retirement savings and health insurance.’ 
Equating consummerism with patriotism in the United States is not a new phe- 
nomenon, but when combined with diminished civil liberties at home while 
espousing freedom, liberty, and democracy abroad it raises serious questions 
about the message Bush is sending to friends and enemies alike. 


Economic Foreign Policy, Indebtedness, and Military Spending 


When it came to economic foreign policy, Bush’s National Security Presidential 
Directive (NSPD-1) initially reaffirmed Bill Clinton’s support for “economism,” 
even succeeding where his predecessor had failed to obtain “fast track” author- 
ity for bilateral trade agreements, now called trade promotion authority. Before 
September 11, the concept of free markets associated with globalization “fac[ed] 
a public relations crisis,” but soon it was “rebranded, like shopping and base- 
ball, as a patriotic duty.” In the long run, however, where the Clinton admin- 
istration had placed economic issues at the center of foreign policy, Bush’s 
“reversed that trend with its dominant focus being on security issues.”4 Under 
both administrations, globalization remained based on excessive American con- 
sumption and borrowing, regardless of evidence that when it harms smaller, 
weaker economies, globalization can breed terrorism. 

Bush came to office with a projected budget surplus of $5.6 trillion over ten 
years and turned it into an estimated $2.6 trillion debt over that same decade. 
This has been called “one of the largest fiscal dislocations in modern American 
history,” largely due to the 2001 tax cuts and projected costs of an unlimited war 
on terrorism, including homeland security. In addition, the “current account 
deficit” — made up primarily of the export-import trade imbalance of the United 
States, plus interest payments on debts, and the earnings of U.S. corporations 
abroad — also rose to an all-time high, approximately 7 percent of the GDP. In 
2005, the current account deficit reached $700 billion, requiring $2 billion a 
day in new foreign financing. In that same year, the central banks of China and 
Japan financed 80 percent of the U.S. foreign deficit, and Russia, newly rich 
from the high price of oil, also began to buy Treasury bonds. While economists 
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do not agree that this “dysfunctional dependence” on foreign banks constitutes 
an “imminent crisis,” they do agree that some adjustment must take place in 
the form of greater sales of American goods to Asia and an increase in the 
national savings rate. Yet to eliminate the trade deficit, the value of the dollar 
would have to fall 30 percent, and in 2006 the United States recorded the first 
national negative savings rate since the Great Depression. As of the beginning 
of 2006, the total debt of the United States stood at $8.2 trillion, requiring 
Congress to increase the debt limit to $9 trillion, the fourth time since Bush 
took office that this ceiling had been raised.5 

Notwithstanding this underlying debt problem, the sheer size of the $3- 
trillion-dollar American economy allowed Congress to rationalize the supple- 
mentary emergency funds Bush repeatedly requested for the wars in Afghanistan 
and Iraq between 2001 and 2007, even though these amounts were above and 
beyond the budgeted amount for defense. This gave the United States a military 
budget greater than those of the next sixteen nations in the world combined, 
or half of the entire world’s military spending. As of 2005, the second Gulf 
war had cost the country around $200 billion. It had approached a half-trillion 
dollars by the fall of 2006, or $10 billion a month since 2003. Bush’s 2008 bud- 
get estimated that the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan would still cost another 
quarter-trillion dollars.° 

Despite its unprecedented military predominance, the economic power of 
the United States, so necessary for sustaining its defense system, is more fragile 
than usually admitted for reasons other than the fact that it is currently the 
world’s largest debtor. America’s percentage of the world’s manufacturing, its 
share of the world’s income, and its portion of the world’s stock of foreign direct 
investment have all fallen since 1950. American economic growth depends on 
“systematic and massive expansion of consumer borrowing and government 
borrowing ... [which] is funded by soaking up more than 70 percent of the 
world’s savings.”7” 

This shift since World War II to consumption rather than production has 
produced a financial services economy. Kevin Phillips has called it “financial- 
ization,” meaning the “process whereby financial services, broadly construed, 
take over the dominant economic, cultural, and political role in a national econ- 
omy.” He thinks it has approached funding levels “that would have left the 
1920s scheme meister Charles Ponzi in awe.” This imbalance and the financial 
shenanigans accompanying corporate mergers, hedge funds, and private equity 
deals can be maintained only as long as the U.S. dollar remains the leading cur- 
rency for international payments and Americans keep buying on credit. So far, 
this fragile financial structure has worked because nations exporting to Amer- 
ican consumers do not want the dollar to decline, and American diplomatic 
influence and military force in oil-rich countries ensure that the bulk of the 
world’s oil trade continues to be carried out in U.S. dollars. Additionally, the 
United States currently controls most of the world’s trade routes. If, however, 
international investors and central banks were to begin to question the level 
of U.S. indebtedness and start to move their investments elsewhere, the value 
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of the dollar would decline, domestic interest rates would rise, and consumer 
spending would decline, causing a global economic turndown.° It should also 
be noted that the United States is running out of domestic import facilities to 
meet the insatiable consumption needs of Americans that undergird the entire 
global economy. 

“Historically,” according to Phillips, “top world economic powers have 
found ‘financialization’ a sign of late-stage debilitation, marked by excessive 
debt, great disparity between rich and poor, and unfolding economic decline.” 
Benjamin Friedman has pointed out an often-overlooked aspect of economic 
turndowns: with the exception of the Great Depression, they are not good for 
democracy or civil rights: “American history included several episodes in which 
stagnating or declining incomes over an extended period have undermined the 
nation’s tolerance and threatened citizens’ freedoms.”? While all aspects of this 
worst-case scenario are not likely to occur at once anytime soon, they should 
not be dismissed out of hand. 

Because American economic power and military might by the middle of 
the twenty-first century almost defy imagination, the federal budget deficit and 
personal debt problem have not been given the attention they deserve. In partic- 
ular, the degree to which China is financing the American trade imbalance and 
profligate spending habits is problematic. Among other things, it means that 
the United States is less likely to oppose Chinese human rights and intellectual 
property violations because of trade and debt considerations. 


Bush Circumvents Clinton’s Political Foreign Policy 


Unlike Franklin Roosevelt, Bush had no internationalist streak in his back- 
ground waiting to be unleashed by September rr. Having traveled only to 
Mexico before becoming president, as a candidate in 2000 he argued for retreat- 
ing from world affairs and the humanitarian interventions of the Clinton admin- 
istration, avoiding nation building, modernizing the armed forces, and build- 
ing a missile defense system reminiscent of Ronald Reagan’s Strategic Defense 
Initiative (SDI), dubbed Son of Star Wars. During the 2000 campaign Bush 
advocated what at best could be called an inchoate isolationist diplomacy 
undergirded by a largely unarticulated belief in American exceptionalism. Nev- 
ertheless, doctrinaire unilateralism and moralistic arrogance lurked beneath 
the surface of his words, even though during his first eight months in office 
Bush’s diplomatic agenda remained almost exactly what it had been during the 
campaign. Then, after September 11, under the influence of neo-conservative 
advisers, Bush launched two wars to bring freedom and democracy to an area 
of the world where it has never existed, began expensive programs to pacify 
and rebuild both Afghanistan and Iraq, and initiated an open-ended global war 
on terrorism. 

Scholars and journalists have detailed the Bush administration’s unilateral 
positions both before and after September 11 on the following: rejection of the 
Kyoto Protocol on global warming; reinstatement of the U.S. “global gag rule” 
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restricting discussion of abortion by humanitarian organizations; disruption of 
international population conferences on children, health, and development over 
the issues of prostitution, condom use, and abortion; continued resistance to 
the twenty-six-year-old UN Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Dis- 
crimination Against Women (CEDAW); refusal to consider the UN Convention 
on Cultural Rights because it would harm U.S. trade negotiations; resistance to 
arms control (anti-proliferation) agreements, which ultimately led to the aban- 
donment of the ABM Treaty; refusal to resubmit the Comprehensive (Nuclear) 
Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) for ratification; opposition to Chemical and Biological 
Weapons Conventions and the International Criminal Court (ICC); support for 
a missile defense à la Reagan; and rejection of the Treaty on (banning) Land 
Mines (which Clinton had initiated and then failed to support). These exam- 
ples of self-righteous unilateralism amounted to a concerted effort to overturn 
a half-century of traditional Cold War foreign policy based on containment and 
deterrence. After September 11, the Bush administration justified all of these 
actions in the name of a virtuous global war on terrorism, exaggerating what 
constituted threats to the national security of the most powerful nation in the 
world.'° 

Several examples stand out. George W. Bush wasted no time abrogating the 
ABM Treaty, which Bill Clinton had left in a state of hypocritical limbo, as 
previously noted. However, even Clinton had the decency to hide behind a sub- 
terfuge in order to help a struggling Russia save face despite the fact that the 
United States wanted to initiate a limited missile defense system. Not Bush. He 
initially informed Vladimir V. Putin that he did not want a replacement for 
the original ABM Treaty. Instead, the president said he favored a vague verbal 
agreement, implicitly indicating that his administration opposed any more bilat- 
eral or multilateral treaties. Then Bush summarily notified Russia on June 15, 
2002, that the United States had abandoned the ABM Treaty. Putin predictably 
responded curtly that Russia would no longer be bound by the 1993 Start II 
accord outlawing multiple-warhead missiles (MIRVs). In the interim, Bush 
signed a problematic treaty with Russia in May calling for cuts in nuclear war- 
heads. This new nuclear reduction treaty does not require the destruction of 
warheads, allowing both sides to stockpile such weapons for future deployment. 
Moreover, reductions are not required before 2012, the year the treaty expires, 
and both countries can terminate with just three months’ notice.™ 

Bush also muddied Bill Clinton’s already murky Haitian foreign policy. By 
January 2004, when Haiti celebrated the bicentenary of its independence, there 
were demonstrations against Jean-Bertrand Aristide’s disappointingly repres- 
sive policies since Clinton had restored him to power in 1994. A few months 
later, on February 29, 2004, George W. Bush sent U.S. Marines to fly Aristide 
out of Haiti into exile, despite the president’s protests and charges of kidnaping. 
Some thought that, as with the invasion of Iraq, Bush Jr. was completing (or 
duplicating) what his father had started in 1991 when a rumored American- 
supported military coup had ousted Aristide. Predictably, Haiti devolved into 
chaos again. Aristide was not the first Haitian leader to be kidnaped by the 
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United States. Back in 1915, Woodrow Wilson ordered U.S. Marines to remove 
Dr. Rosalvo Bobo. This time there were U.S./UN troops in the country, and they 
installed Gérard Latortue, a former UN bureaucrat and TV talk show host, as 
prime minister. ‘* 

By the end of 2004 conditions had worsened because Aristide’s Lavalas Fam- 
ily Party and assorted gangs began rioting and disrupting aid and normal ser- 
vices, especially after the new government exonerated and let back into the 
country Louis-Jodel Chamblain, a notorious political gangster and leader of a 
death squad in the 1990s. Chamblain had supported both of Aristide’s ousters. 
More UN troops were sent in, and during 2005 they shot and killed rioting 
Haitians in Cité Soleil, one of the poorest neighborhoods of Port-au-Prince 
and a hotbed of support for Aristide. That same year the Latortue government 
arrested the leader of Lavalas, Father Gérard Jean-Juste. U.S. and international 
aid was promised, but little was delivered before the 2006 presidential election 
that initially produced more confusion. René Préval, a former president and 
ally of Aristide and leader of the Lespwa Party, had to challenge the original 
vote count, which placed him below the 50 percent necessary for victory. Once 
again, the United States and the international community promised to finance 
Haiti out of poverty, crime, and general chaos. Lancet, the British medical jour- 
nal, reported that 8,000 people were murdered and 35,000 women and girls 
raped during the U.S.-backed post-coup regime that followed Bush’s ouster of 
Aristide in 2004.3 


North Korea 


Another policy inherited from the Clinton administration arose out of meetings 
between the presidents of North and South Korea in the early 1990s. To show 
his support for President Kim Dae Jung’s “sunshine” policy of reaching out to 
the North, the United States under Clinton decided to lift the trade ban on the 
communist half of the peninsula. Then former president Jimmy Carter visited 
Pyongyang and persuaded North Korea to freeze its nuclear activities and to 
enter into talks with Washington. In 1994 this led to a document called the 
Agreed Framework, whereby North Korea promised to shut down its nuclear 
reactor at Yongbyon in return for two light-water nuclear reactors to replace 
the plutonium ones and the promise from Washington to provide 500,000 tons 
of heavy fuel annually until these new reactors could produce electricity. In a 
very short time, based on information provided by Pakistan, it appeared that 
Pyongyang had violated the Agreed Framework with missile tests and may even 
have been trying to develop uranium-enrichment facilities needed for nuclear 
weapons. The United States, for its part, after the 1994 Republican takeover 
of Congress, appeared to delay the construction of the light-water reactors. 
Clinton maintained in his memoir that by 1999 he had all but sewn up a new 
deal with North Korea to end its missile program and to modify its nuclear 
development and that all Bush had to do was go there and sign on the dotted 
line.™4 
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Instead, the Bush administration immediately reversed Clinton’s policy, such 
as it was, by cutting off natural gas shipments, thus voiding what was left of 
the 1994 agreement. The president also rationalized a missile defense system 
aimed at North Korea by declaring that country part of the “axis of evil,” 
along with Iraq and Iran, in his State of Union Address in January 2002. (In 
May, Undersecretary of State John Bolton expanded the axis of evil to include 
Cuba, Syria, and Libya.) It was difficult to determine the truthfulness of the 
administration’s assertion that North Korea actually had enough plutonium or 
enriched uranium to produce nonconventional bombs, since the IAEA inspec- 
tors had been kicked out by North Korea in retaliation for Bush’s tough policy. 
Saying that he “loathed” Kim Jong-il and referring to him as a “pygmy,” Bush 
refused to talk one-on-one with Pyongyang, insisting instead that six-country 
negotiations be set up to include China, Japan, Russia, South Korea, and the 
United States. North Korea reciprocated by asking the United States to sign a 
nonaggression pact promising “no hostile intent,” that is, not to attack.'5 

In November 2002 the North Korean leader Kim Jong il sent a personal 
secret message to Bush stating: “If the United States recognizes our sovereignty 
and assures nonaggression, it is our view that we should be able to find a way to 
resolve the nuclear issue in compliance with the demands of a new century. . . . If 
the United States makes a bold decision, we will respond accordingly.” The two 
men who delivered the message to the White House revealed on June 22, 2005, 
that those close to the president “spurned engagement with North Korea” in the 
fall of 2002 because they were too “deep in secret planning and a campaign of 
public persuasion for the invasion of Iraq.” Privately, some officials within the 
administration blamed National Security Adviser Condoleezza Rice for failing 
to fashion a coherent approach to the problem of North Korea’s (and Iran’s) 
nuclear program.*° 

The United States hoped that China would bring pressure to bear on Kim by 
threatening to agree to UN sanctions that the United States favored, but China 
did not show any interest in this tactic. Instead, Pyongyang boycotted the six- 
nation talks in 2004. Early in 2005 the United States toned down its language, 
and in June North Korea agreed to return to the multilateral negotiations. It 
even indicated it would rejoin the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) and 
allow the return of international nuclear inspectors. In September, the six-nation 
talks produced a vague joint statement of “principles” that did not improve the 
situation. Soon relations between Washington and Seoul deteriorated again; 
South Korea did not support either sanctions or any other tougher measures 
against the North because its current president, Roh Moo Hyun, continued to 
pursue his predecessor’s “sunshine” policy of unification — regardless of whether 
Pyongyang developed nuclear weapons.'” 

The situation deteriorated further in 2006 after North Korea fired at least 
six missiles in June, including a long-range Taepodong-2, despite repeated 
warnings from the international community, including South Korea. The UN 
imposed sanctions, but North Korea insisted that these produced the deadlock 
of the multilateral talks about its nuclear program. Additionally, it threatened to 
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conduct a nuclear test to “‘bolster’ its self-defense in the face of US military hos- 
tility.” It carried out its threat on October 9, 2006, and the UN imposed more 
sanctions. In November 2006, the mercurial Kim Jong-il decided to participate 
again in the six-nation talks, and hawks in the Bush administration credited 
increased UN sanctions and the U.S. threat of a naval blockade following the 
October nuclear test. After the U.S. representatives met one-on-one with North 
Korea in Berlin, a six-party agreement was announced on February 13, 2007. 
In return for food and heavy fuel oil from the United States; release of funds 
frozen in a Macau bank, and being taken off Washington’s list of state spon- 
sors of terrorism, North Korea agreed to a “temporary” cessation of its nuclear 
program. Critics such as the neo-conservatives John Bolton and Elliot Abrams 
immediately denounced this deal as rewarding bad behavior on the part of a 
devious leader. The Wall Street Journal called it “faith-based nonproliferation” 
for which the Bush administration did not deserve praise because it was only 
marginally better than the 1994 Clinton administration agreement and would 
cost the United States considerably more. Supporters said it might encourage 
Iran to strike a similarly rewarding deal with the United States — if Kim compiled 
with the terms in the designated 60 days.'® Most importantly, the agreement 
may have signaled a more moderate, realist approach to diplomacy by Bush 
in an attempt to shore up his presidential legacy in the last two years of his 
administration While North Korea did not meet the sixty-day deadline, in June 
2007 it finally received $25 million previously blocked by the United States and 
allowed UN inspectors and U.S. envoy Christopher Hill to visit Pyongyang to 
begin the shutdown of its nuclear program. 


Bush and Nuclear Power 


Perhaps the most disturbing aspect of the Bush administration’s nuclear policy 
has been its refusal to denounce first-strike use and its tenacious pursuit of the 
creation and testing of new tactical nuclear weapons. In January 2001, before 
Bush took the oath of office, one conservative think tank, the National Institute 
for Public Policy, recommended that he “treat tactical nuclear weapons as an 
essential part of the U.S. arsenal.” From the beginning of the Bush administra- 
tion, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld refused in public to exclude the 
use of such weapons in the fight against terrorists (and so did President Bush 
on November 6, 2001). In September 2002, a leaked classified version of a 
White House document called “The National Security Strategy of the United 
States of America” (NSS) reserved “the right [of the United States] to respond 
[to threats|with overwhelming force, including potentially nuclear weapons.” 
However, when the White House released this document to the public, it sani- 
tized the last phrase to read: “including through resort to all of our options.” 
This marked a dangerous tactical departure from previous administrations — 
at least since Truman, although Carter’s Presidential Directive 59 issued in 
July 1980 had recognized newly developed accurate nuclear targeting and so 
embraced “limited” nuclear war options.’ 
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By the end of 2004, the White House had made considerable progress to- 
ward the development of tactical nuclear weapons with a new nuclear project 
known officially as the Robust Earth Penetrator, or more commonly as “bunker 
busters” or small-yield “mini-nukes.” This three-year project began carrying 
out research to see if a casing could be developed for an existing nuclear warhead 
to penetrate deep into the earth before exploding. To no avail, critics claimed 
that such underground facilities can be sealed off using smart, conventional 
precision-guided weapons.*° Congress deleted money for this project in 2004 
on the grounds that creating a new nuclear weapon would encourage other 
nations to do likewise and because research had found there was no casing 
that could withstand a nuclear warhead blast underground without producing 
radioactive fallout in the atmosphere. Undeterred, Secretary Rumsfeld told the 
Energy Department in 2005 to include funding for an earth-penetrating nuclear 
weapon, and it was embodied in the Bush administration’s budgets for 2006 and 
2007.7! 

Finally, unilateral and deceptively Faustian policies under Bush contributed 
to the failure of the five-year review of the 1970 Nuclear Nonproliferation 
Treaty (NPT) held at the UN in May 2005 when the administration insisted that 
the conference concentrate primarily on the emerging nuclear problems posed 
by Iran and North Korea. Previously, the Bush administration had announced 
that it had no intention of joining the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty 
(CTBT) or signing a verifiable accord ending the production of new fissile mate- 
rial intended for nuclear weapons.** 

In April 2006, when Bush “refused to rule out nuclear strikes if diplomacy 
failed to curb [Iran’s] atomic ambitions,” Washington became awash in rumors 
that his administration was preparing to take out Iran’s nuclear facilities with 
tactical nuclear bunker busters before it developed “the bomb.” It was reported 
that Bush believed that he must do “what no Democrat or Republican, if elected 
in the future, would have the courage to do... [and] that saving Iran [by bomb- 
ing its nuclear sites] is going to be his legacy.” The president emphatically denied 
this as “wild speculation,” despite the fact that the United States began to deploy 
additional aircraft carrier groups in the Persian Gulf from which Iran could be 
bombed, along with minesweepers to protect against any attempt by Iran to 
blockade the Strait of Hormuz. Bush insisted that he was simply applying his 
“doctrine of prevention” to Iran, which meant diplomacy. His critics responded 
that this sounded too much like Iraq redux; that is, too similar to what he said 
before attacking Iraq. They also suspected that his extreme conservative advis- 
ers thought that “attacking Iran ...is the only way...they can rescue their goal 
of U.S. (and Israeli) hegemony in the Middle East.” In fact, some powerful 
neo-conservatives complained at the end of 2006, just as they had before the 
war with Iraq, that American intelligence agencies had not adequately docu- 
mented the threat posed by Iran and advocated military action. They also wel- 
comed the idea that Israel might take on the task of striking Iran. In January 
2007, the London Sunday Times reported that American and Israeli officials 
had met to consider military action and that Israeli air force squadrons were 
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training to use low-yield nuclear weapons against Iran’s uranium enrichment 
facilities.” 

Bush compounded his already seriously flawed nuclear foreign policy by 
announcing to the world in February 2006 that he had signed a secretly nego- 
tiated nuclear treaty with India. This defied the fact that for thirty years the 
world community had forbidden providing nuclear technology to countries, 
such as India, that did not sign the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT). 
Congress dutifully approved American shipments of civilian nuclear reactors 
and fuel to India even though there is nothing to prevent India from devel- 
oping nuclear weapons (because only fourteen of its “civilian” nuclear plants 
will be subject to inspection, leaving eight uninspected ones to produce bomb 
fuel). Yet the administration continued to demand that Iran and North Korea 
give up their capacity to make enriched uranium needed for nuclear weapons. 
The fact that India is one of the fastest-growing consumer markets raises the 
question of whether commercial calculations and the possibility of large arms 
contracts played a greater role in creating this new “strategic relationship” than 
national or international security considerations. Regardless of the reasons for 
this treaty with India, there is little doubt that it could stimulate a regional race 
to produce or obtain more weapons-grade nuclear fuel as a defense against 
American attempts at regime change. Moreover, if this fuel fell into the hands 
of terrorists or “rogue” governments, it would make the world more rather than 
less dangerous.*4 


Struggle over Oil Diplomacy 


Oil policy proved less susceptible to the unilateral ideas of Bush’s neo- 
conservative advisers because, by the time of the second Gulf War, major U.S. 
petroleum companies had changed the position they had taken under Nixon 
in the early 1970s. During the last decade of the twentieth century they began 
allying themselves with the Oil Producing Export Countries (OPEC). In the 
1990s, these oil companies had come to the obvious realization that they and 
their stockholders benefited from the high oil prices dictated by the OPEC car- 
tel. Petroleum executives also knew that since Carter issued his doctrine on 
January 23, 1980, the American government would not fail to protect their 
interests (and those of OPEC) in that area of the world, especially as global 
supplies of oil grew more scarce.*) 

While Donald Rumsfeld and other government officials vociferously denied 
that the invasion of Iraq had anything to do with oil, a little over a year after 
Saddam Hussein switched to pricing Iraqi oil in euros late in 2000, Bush gave 
his “axis of evil” speech and his administration began to spread what amounted 
to disinformation about other dangers that Iraq posed to the United States. The 
fear was that other OPEC nations might follow Saddam’s move to euros despite 
a secret agreement between the United States and Saudi Arabia struck in the 
1970s that guaranteed all OPEC sales would be conducted in dollars. This “oil- 
linked value of the dollar” had to be protected in order for the United States to 
cover its huge trading deficits.*° 
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With these concerns in mind, two opposing Iraqi oil scenarios emerged before 
the invasion: one within the State Department, backed by the oil industry and 
ultimately by the James Baker Institute in Texas; the other within the Pen- 
tagon, supported by neo-cons like Paul Wolfowitz, then deputy secretary of 
defense, and Douglas Jay Feith, then undersecretary of defense for policy. The 
first called for retaining state control of Iraqi oil after a quick overthrow of 
Saddam Hussein and his replacement by a pro-American strongman. The sec- 
ond, also drafted before the second Gulf War, argued that the conflict should 
be used to smash OPEC’s hold on Middle Eastern oil prices. Ariel Cohen of the 
American Heritage Institute had convinced some neo-conservatives within the 
Pentagon of this idea, and Ahmed Chalabi, a major source for the neo-cons’ 
exaggerated argument about the existence of weapons of mass destruction, 
approved the idea of a sell-off of Iraqi oil in order to increase output, to under- 
mine the OPEC cartel, and to continue to ensure that oil would be priced in 
dollars. Wolfowitz and others even predicted that privatized Iraqi oil would 
pay for that nation’s postwar reconstruction. There is a lot of money there, 
Wolfowitz arrogantly asserted, “and to assume that we’re going to pay for it 
[the war] is just wrong.” *7 

In December 2003, the State Department issued a report entitled “Options 
for Developing a Long Term Sustainable Iraqi Oil Industry.” It argued, as it had 
earlier, against the privatization of that country’s oil fields. Subsequently, priva- 
tization did not occur because the State Department and the National Security 
Council (NSC) — backed by American oil companies, Saudi Arabia, Russia, and 
especially Vice President Dick Cheney — prevented this from taking place. Addi- 
tionally, a study by the Baker Institute endorsed “a state-controlled company, 
which would be very OPEC-friendly and would establish profit-sharing agree- 
ments with international oil companies.” This position prevailed in part because 
of the internal quagmire created by inadequate Pentagon planning for rebuild- 
ing Iraq, even though the neo-con L. Paul Bremer III, when he oversaw Iraq as 
proconsul or “ambassador” there, passionately supported privatization.” 

On a March 2005 BBC program, former Shell CEO Philip Carroll, whom 
Bush had appointed to study what should be done with Iraqi oil fields after the 
fall of Saddam, when asked whether the neo-con oil agenda in Iraq agreed with 
that of the American oil industry, said: “They’re absolutely poles apart. Many 
neo-conservatives are people who do have certain ideological beliefs about 
markets, about democracy, about this, that and the other. International oil 
companies without exception, are very pragmatic, commercial organizations. 
They don’t have a theology. They don’t have a doctrine. They are going to do 
what is in the best interests of their shareholders.” In particular, the oil industry 
feared privatization of Middle Eastern oil fields because of the example set 
after the break-up of the Soviet Union. Big American oil companies had not 
benefited when these valuable holdings went to nationalistic cronies of former 
Soviet political leaders, and they suspected that Chalabi’s cronies would do the 
same thing in Iraq.*? In this case, the practical self-interest of major American 
oil companies prevailed over the privatization ideas of Republican ideologues. 
Both plans, however, called for a lifting of UN production limits on Iraqi oil 
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that had been imposed after the first Gulf War and for pricing to remain in 
dollars. 

To temporarily quench America’s thirst for secure foreign energy supplies, 
the Bush administration entered into deals with corrupt and unstable oil-rich 
regimes in Kazakhstan and Angola and has done little to advocate the spread of 
democracy or the elimination of poverty and corruption in other oil-rich petro- 
states. Then, without ever addressing environmental problems posed by the 
BTC oil pipeline (begun under Clinton), Washington also committed another 
$100 million to train and equip the Caspian Guard, a network of special forces 
and police, to protect this pipeline that links Caspian Sea oil to the Mediter- 
ranean through Azerbaijan, Georgia, and Turkey (all countries criticized for 
human rights abuses). The BTC pipeline officially opened in May 2005.3° 


The Bush Doctrine 


For all its rhetorical and actual extremism, the Bush administration’s unilat- 
eralism did not represent a new approach to, or revolution in, American for- 
eign policy as some have claimed. Preemptive or preventive strikes and regime 
changes are not new elements of U.S. foreign policy. Beginning with secret CIA 
interference in the 1948 elections in Italy to prevent a communist victory, any 
summary review of U.S. foreign policy during and after the Cold War reveals 
an impressive assortment of covert and overt preemptive and/or preventive 
actions. Between 1945 and 1999, the United States unilaterally attempted to 
overthrow forty foreign governments; and it intervened at least thirty times 
to squelch nationalist movements organized against tyrannical rule. Many of 
these interventions created lingering civil conflicts that the United States treated 
with “malign neglect” when it emerged from the Cold War as the world’s only 
superpower.** 

Unilateralism, of course, has always been a consistent part of the country’s 
practice of independent internationalism since the 1920s. As previously noted, 
this has meant that U. S. diplomacy during the Cold War was usually more uni- 
lateral than multilateral. The Bush Doctrine is also not new because Republican 
neo-conservatives had been openly advocating a unilateralist diplomacy since 
their 1992 position paper “Defense Planning Guidance” and the 2000 report 
of the Project for the New America Century (PNAC), “Rebuilding American’s 
Defenses: Strategy, Forces and Resources for a New Century.” The 2002 NSS 
minced no words in claiming that 


given the goals of rogue states and terrorists, the United States can no longer rely solely 
on a reactive posture as we have in the past. The inability to deter a potential attacker, 
the immediacy of today’s threats, and the magnitude of potential harm that could be 
caused by our adversaries’ choice of weapons, do not permit that option. We cannot let 
our enemies strike first.3* 


Although this strategy document mentions more peaceful and traditional 
aims of U. S. foreign policy, such as “political and economic freedom; peaceful 
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relations with other states, and respect for human dignity,” through the pro- 
motion of freedom and democracy, it leaves little doubt that the United States 
would rely on unilateral force because it drew largely from the militant Pax 
Americana ideas in the 2000 PNAC report, which disdained cooperation with 
the UN and with other nations. Bush’s 2002 NSS was not as much a product of 
September 11 as it was a product of previous wish lists of the neo-conservatives, 
who had realized for some time that only a “new Pearl Harbor” would allow 
them to realize their diplomatic dreams. Bush’s NSS simply shortened and san- 
itized the earlier PNAC report to make it palatable for public distribution and 
remained much more militantly assertive and unilateral in tone than Clinton’s 
1999 NSS. It also downplayed all international alliances and “formal agree- 
ments and procedures in favor of loosely organized coalitions (easily dominated 
by one nation).” 33 

So what is new about the Bush Doctrine? Its blatant arrogance and self- 
righteous indifference to international law cloaked in evangelical religiosity 
certainly “repudiates the core idea of the United Nations Charter (reinforced 
by the decisions of the World Court in the Hague). These prohibit any use of 
international force that is not undertaken in self-defense after the occurrence 
of an armed attack across an international boundary or pursuant to a decision 
by the UN Security Council.” This doctrine also marks a dramatic shift away 
from those times during the Cold War when containment and deterrence spo- 
radically prevailed and thus calls into question U.S. reliance on the UN and 
other multinational coalitions, including even NATO and the Organization of 
American States. Such a unilateral and idealist approach stems from the neo- 
conservatives’ long-standing exaggeration about the threats facing the United 
States and their determination to eliminate them through the “overweening use 
of American power,” their assertion of the “superiority of American values,” 
and the insistence that their brand of morality is universal. All of these views are 
perfectly in keeping with the influential Pentagon bureaucrat Fritz A. G. Krae- 
mer’s insistence since the 1950s that the United States should never demonstrate 
“provocative weakness.” 34 They also represented well-publicized views of the 
reincarnated Committee on the Present Danger (CPD) that in 2004 equated the 
Soviet threat with the threat from terrorism and called for “total victory.” 

The Department of Justice drafted a fifteen-page secret memorandum just 
two weeks after September 11 that ensured implementation of the Bush Doc- 
trine. Entitled “The President’s Constitutional Authority to Conduct Mili- 
tary Operations against Terrorists and Nations Supporting Terrorism,” this 
legal opinion went beyond the authority Congress granted to the president on 
September 14, 2001, and said the president should use “his best judgement” 
in using military force, but that his “decisions are for him alone and are unre- 
viewable.” The Bush Doctrine and the secret memoranda supporting it repre- 
sent the culmination of the unilateralism that radical conservatives had been 
advocating since the Nixon administration. Moreover, it has made traditional 
European allies of the United States view the country as a threat to global sta- 
bility and lowered the reputation of America throughout the world, especially 
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in Islamic countries after the invasion of Iraq and the exposure of U.S. mistreat- 
ment of prisoners.*° 

In summary, the Bush Doctrine is new only to the degree that it symbol- 
izes a pathological imbalance between the presumed universality of American 
ideals and the country’s actual national security interests that dwarfs previous 
such periodic imbalances that took place during the Cold War. When ideol- 
ogy, especially in times of perceived crisis, outweighs genuine safety concerns, 
power tends to be disdainfully undisciplined and applied unilaterally. As in the 
past, contemporary unilateralism is rooted in American exceptionalism. Usu- 
ally this type of extreme diplomacy prevails only until more pragmatic policies 
reassert themselves through domestic political processes. It remains to be seen 
whether the irrational exuberance of neo-con politics and diplomacy in Bush’s 
first term will be replaced by more moderation in the second half of his second 
term, especially in light of the Republican loss to the Democrats in the 2006 
midterm elections. It has always been up to the America’s democratic system 
to correct previous imbalances in U.S. foreign policy caused by exceptionalism 
and unilateralism. This has never been more true or more in doubt. 


Preemptive versus Preventive Wars 


Compounding the obvious defects and dangers of the Bush Doctrine is that 
“preemption” is actually a misnomer. Preemptive wars are those “initiated 
on the basis of incontrovertible evidence that an enemy attack is imminent.” 
Instead, the war against Iraq was a preventive one, meaning “an exercise 
in ‘anticipatory self-defense.’” According to the Carnegie Endowment, “pre- 
emption has always been a legitimate strategy to head off an imminent military 
attack, so long as the anticipation of such an attack is based on sound intel- 
ligence.” Rather than exercising this right under international law, the Bush 
administration deliberately set “a loose standard for preventive war under the 
cloak of legitimate pre-emption.” The difference between preemption and pre- 
vention is simply a matter of timing: the former means taking action because the 
enemy is about to strike; the latter means taking action to prevent a potential 
threat from materializing. Not only is it next to impossible to predict accu- 
rately a “grave and growing” threat, as in Iraq (or Iran), because intelligence 
is always less than perfect, but both concepts also encourage enemies of the 
United States to acquire nuclear weapons and to use WMDs if faced with the 
threat of a possible American attack.3° 

Even the publication of a secret Downing Street memorandum in May 2005 
did not become a “smoking gun” and produce an official investigation into 
whether the administration had cooked the books on pre-war intelligence in 
order to conduct its preventive war disguised as a preemptive one. The minutes 
from a meeting of Tony Blair and his senior advisers on July 23, 2002, painted 
a picture of the Bush administration already committed to war against Iraq, 
and indicated that “the intelligence and facts were being fixed around that pol- 
icy.” In March 2006, the New York Times published a new confidential memo 
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summarizing another meeting between Bush and Blair on January 31, 2003, in 
which they agreed “that no unconventional weapons had been found in Iraq,” 
and so Bush suggested provoking Saddam by “flying U2 reconnaissance aircraft 
with fighter cover over Iraq, painted in UN colors.” At this same meeting, Bush 
also arbitrarily came up with March ro as the official date “when the bomb- 
ing would begin.” Other leaked British documents also indicated the United 
States had not given much thought to postwar reconstruction and that it was 
prepared to manipulate a UN resolution to make the war appear legal under 
international law.37 To say the least, these memoranda make the second Gulf 
War appear not only premeditated, but also prefabricated as well as preventive 
in nature. 

Earlier in the same year that the first Downing Street memoranda surfaced, 
the Pentagon codified unilateral, preemptive strike attacks in a March 2005 
“National Defense Strategy” document. Calling the policy “active deterrence,” 
neo-con Feith explained that the United States did not need “non-American 
participation or approval” before taking unilateral, preemptive military action. 
The document also unequivocally stated that “our strength as a nation-state 
will continue to be challenged by those who employ a strategy of the weak 
using international fora, judicial processes, and terrorism.” This remark seemed 
aimed as much at the EU’s tendency to insist on UN approval of military inter- 
ventions as it was at terrorist organizations. ** 

Mentored by none other than the neo-con Richard Perle, it was Feith, after 
all, who set up a special intelligence unit called the Counter Terrorism Evalua- 
tion Group in the Pentagon shortly after September 11, which claimed that the 
CIA had missed crucial links between Iraq and al Qaeda and which relied 
on Chalabi’s phony information about Hussein’s stockpiles of WMDs. He 
also oversaw the Office of Special Plans (OSP), which framed policy in the 
months before the invasion of Iraq and was in charge of the disastrous lack of 
planning for the postwar occupation and reconstruction of Iraq. In February 
2007, the inspector general of the Department of Defense concluded his inves- 
tigation into the OSP by saying that its assessments “evolved from policy to 
intelligence ... [and] were inappropriate because a policy office was producing 
intelligence products and was not clearly conveying to senior decision-makers 
the variance with the consensus of the Intelligence Community.” From retire- 
ment, Feith vociferously denied that the OSP had produced its own intelligence 
when it criticized CIA findings. But the inspector general’s findings were eerily 
reminiscent of the way in which, under control of neo-conservatives, the Presi- 
dent’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board (PFIAB) had begun to submit alter- 
native or competitive threat assessments that exaggerated the Soviet threat to 
the United States in the 1970s and 198o0s.3? 


Unitary Executive Theory and Signing Statements 


In 2005, it was revealed that Bush had signed an executive order early in 
2002 authorizing the National Security Agency (NSA) to conduct warrantless 
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domestic wiretaps on U.S. citizens in violation of the 1978 Foreign Intelli- 
gence Surveillance Act (FISA), which requires approval by a special court. In 
response to criticism that this violated not only the 1978 legislation but also the 
privacy and civil liberties of Americans, Bush’s aides, especially Vice President 
Dick Cheney and others such as John Yoo, former deputy assistant attorney 
general, determinedly defended the practice by citing executive power under 
Article II of the Constitution, the presidents inherent powers as commander- 
in-chief, and the September 14, 2001, resolution passed by Congress autho- 
rizing the president to “use all necessary and appropriate force against those 
nations, organizations, or persons he determines planned, authorized, commit- 
ted, or aided the terrorist attacks.” Bush, for his part, arrogantly (and perhaps 
naively) admitted that he had broken the law by ignoring the FISA court. He 
defended intercepting the communications of Americans as “a vital tool in our 
war against terrorists.”+° 

In August 2006, a federal court ruling held the NSA’s wiretapping of inter- 
national calls of some Americans illegal-the first negative judicial assessment 
of the administration’s formerly secret surveillance program. Bush responded 
by asking for legislation to give him “additional authority” to continue with 
warrantless eavesdropping. Using the 2006 anniversary of September 11, he 
insisted that the lame duck session of Congress pass the Terrorist Surveillance 
Act, and in August 2007 Democrats allowed the Protect America Act to pass 
even though it further gutted the FISA and expanded Bush’s domestic and for- 
eign spying powers.*" 

While other presidents have implicitly claimed limitless power for themselves 
in time of war, none were engaged in a self-proclaimed, endless preemptive war. 
Whether Bush understands the sophisticated constitutional theory of unlimited 
presidential power known as the “unitary executive theory” is arguable, but his 
closest neo-con advisers do, and so do Supreme Court Justices John Roberts, 
Samuel Alito, Clarence Thomas, and Antonio Scalia. They are all members of 
the Federalist Society, which has fostered this idea since the 1970s. Supporters 
of this theory, known as “unitarians,” also maintain that the White House 
can remove officials of independent regulatory agencies if they disobey the 
president, thus giving him political control of such bodies.4* 

Bush has routinely cited his authority to “supervise the unitary branch [of 
government]” in order to disregard sections of legislation he deemed objection- 
able by issuing signing statements. These are legal, technical documents quietly 
filed in federal records, usually without much fanfare. As of May 2006, Bush 
had issued signing statements for over 750 pieces of legislation — 1 in ro of all 
passed by Congress during his administration. If these claims survive judicial 
and congressional review, they will constitute “the most aggressive formulation 
of presidential power in our history,” fortifying the list of “semi-constitutional” 
powers presidents already possessed coming out of the Cold War, and the uni- 
tary executive theory. For example, Bush has attached signing statements to 
legislation ranging from nanotechnology guidelines, to the warrantless NSA 
domestic surveillance program, to the reauthorized Patriot Act, to the postal 
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reform law, to 2006 spending bills, and to Senator John McCain’s anti-torture 
Detainee Amendment.*3 

Because of Bush’s extensive use of signing statements based on the unitary 
executive theory, the American Bar Association (ABA) issued an eleven-page 
report in July 2006 criticizing the practice and documenting the history of past 
presidents’ use of this method to void sections of laws passed by Congress. 
Historically, such statements have served a “largely innocuous and ceremonial 
function.” Not until Reagan did they become quantitatively and qualitatively 
weapons designed to influence the way courts might interpret legislation, to 
preserve a wide variety of presidential prerogatives, and to violate the rule of 
law. The New York Times pointed out that Bush had not employed any vetoes 
as of the summer of 2006 because he simply could “declare his intention not 
to enforce anything he dislikes” with signing statements.*+ 


Rights of Detainees and Enemy Combatants 


One of the most controversial applications of this theory of unchecked presi- 
dential power undergirding the Bush Doctrine occurred with respect to the legal 
rights of detainees charged with terrorist offensives and held at Guantanamo 
Bay Naval Station in Cuba. Right after September 11, the president issued a 
still-classified directive defining the guidelines for CIA detention and interroga- 
tion of terror suspects. Less than a year later, the Justice Department specified 
specific interrogation methods that the agency could use against al Qaeda lead- 
ers. In June 2004, the Supreme Court ruled against the Bush administration’s 
position that the federal courts had no jurisdiction over enemy combatants held 
at that American base. This decision rejected the idea that the president could 
suspend habeas corpus by claiming such prisoners were beyond the reach of 
the law. This decision prompted a suit on behalf of Salim Ahmed Hamdan, a 
former driver for Osama bin Laden, who was about to be tried before a spe- 
cial military tribunal at Guantanamo. After conflicting lower court decisions, 
in November 2005 the Supreme Court agreed to hear an appeal in the case of 
Hamdan v. Rumsfeld. In December 2005, in an attempt to prevent the justices 
from reaching a decision in this case, the White House pushed through Congress 
a special amendment to the Detainee Treatment Act (DTA) that stripped the 
federal courts of jurisdiction over cases brought by detainees at Gauntanamo.*5 

At stake was whether Bush’s secret military order of November 13, 2001, 
establishing military commissions had proper authorization and whether the 
DTA removed the federal courts’ jurisdiction to hear habeas corpus petitions 
from Guantanamo detainees. The question is: Did the president and Congress 
have the right to suspend the writ of habeas corpus when such suspensions are 
limited by the Constitution to “cases of rebellion or invasion”? On June 29, 
2006, in a 5-3 decision the Supreme Court ruled in Hamdan v. Rumsfeld that 
the tribunals violated military law and the Geneva Conventions, specifically 
Article 3. The majority also said that the DTA did not apply to the other 150 
pending cases.*° 
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This victory proved short-lived. In the Hamdan decision, the Supreme Court 
left open the door for legislation to legalize the Bush administration’s insistence 
that its detainee policy need not comply with domestic or international law. 
Using strong-arm tactics just before the 2006 midterm election, the president 
and his advisers convinced Republicans (and a few Democrats) in Congress to 
pass the Military Commissions Act (MCA). This September 2006 legislation 
“gave the president more power over terrorism suspects than he had before the 
[June] Supreme Court decision. . . . [It] does not just allow the president to deter- 
mine the meaning and application of the Geneva Conventions, its also strips 
the courts of jurisdiction to hear challenges to his interpretation.” In essence, 
this is “enabling act” legislation that preserves the appearance of law while 
empowering the commander-in-chief to do as he pleases. It also broadens the 
definition of “illegal or unlawful enemy combatant” to subject legal residents 
of the United States (although not American citizens) as well as foreign citizens 
in their own countries “to summary arrest and indefinite detention with no 
hope of appeal.” 47 

Most controversially, the MCA denies detainees in U.S. military prisons the 
right of habeas corpus, that is, the right to challenge their imprisonment. Except 
for verdicts by military tribunals, there is to be no judicial review of this system. 
Coerced and secret evidence will be allowed, and coercion is defined so that it 
“exempts anything done before the passage of the 2005 Detainee Treatment Act, 
and anything else Mr. Bush chooses.” This means that the president and all those 
who may have committed crimes in carrying out his antiterrorism policies are 
given a blanket waiver from prosecution because “one of the biggest concerns 
of the administration is the possibility of evidence emerging that could lead to 
charges of war crimes against high-ranking officials.” Such blanket immunity 
has further damaged the U.S. reputation abroad as a nation adhering to the 
rule of law and put at risk any American soldier captured in battle. Finally, the 
MCA defines what constitutes torture so narrowly that it eliminates even the 
idea of rape as torture, although it has been declared a crime against humanity 
by the international community.*° 

Immediately after Bush signed this legislation, the Justice Department 
informed federal courts that they no longer had the authority to hear the pend- 
ing Guantanamo lawsuits. In short, the Military Commissions Act “chip[ed] 
away at the foundations of the judicial system in ways that all Americans should 
find threatening.” A group of legal scholars ultimately concluded in a letter to 
all members of Congress that they could not “in good conscience stand by while 
a bill that erodes protections against abuse is enacted.”4? Needless to say, this 
draconian legislation will be challenged in the courts, but the first such case 
decided by a lower court in February 2007 upheld the MCA. 


“We Do Not Torture” 


Long before the passage of the 2006 Military Commissions Act, the same exec- 
utive branch’s unilateral and unethical mentality that produced it had prevailed 
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in memoranda coming out of the Justice Department’s Office of Legal Coun- 
sel (OLC) and in the Pentagon’s authorization of the use of torture against 
suspected terrorists. Probably more than any other Faustian action taken by 
the Bush administration in its war on terror this emulated the worst of tac- 
tics of the enemy. Once again, the neo-con Feith played a significant role in 
approving and implementing torture methods through the Office of Special 
Planning. The Judge Advocates Generals (JAG) Corps claimed Feith’s office had 
bypassed them, relying instead on such civilian political lawyers and ideologues 
as William J. Haynes II, the Pentagon’s general counsel, during the drafting and 
discussions of whether “stress and duress” techniques, sleep deprivation, and 
other methods violated the Geneva Conventions. Although Feith’s role became 
public when he denied on ABC News there was any disagreement with JAG 
officers, negative public scrutiny fell not on him and his OSP, but on the Justice 
Department and counsel to the president Alberto Gonzales (before he became 
attorney general) because of two 2002 memoranda leaked in 2004. One writ- 
ten in January by Gonzales and another by then assistant attorney general Jay 
Bybee in August 2002 said, among others things, that the war on terrorism 
“renders obsolete [the] Geneva’s [Conventions] strict limitation on question- 
ing of enemy prisoners and renders quaint some of its provisions,” and so 
narrowly defined what constituted illegal torture that methods short of death 
could be used to protect the United States. This document, widely known as 
the Torture Memo, went on to say that laws prohibiting torture do “not apply 
to the President’s detention and interrogation of enemy combatants because 
he is Commander-in-Chief,” and administration lawyers concurred that the 
Constitution empowered the president to fight wars as he saw fit.5° 

Even before these statements were drafted, two lawyers in the Office of 
Legal Counsel, John Yoo and Robert J. Delahunty, had advised the president in 
a January 9, 2002, memorandum that prisoner-of-war status under the Geneva 
Conventions did not apply to captured Taliban or al Qaeda fighters and that 
“customary law of armed conflict in no way binds, as a legal matter, the Presi- 
dent or the U.S. Armed Forces concerning the detention or trial of members of 
al Qaeda and the Taliban.” In essence, this memorandum and a series of related 
ones said that the United States would continue to hold other individuals and 
nations accountable for formal and customary international laws even though 
it was not bound by them because they did not have any status in American fed- 
eral law. Based on such double standard advice and despite State Department 
opposition, Bush issued a secret order on February 7, 2002, agreeing with Jus- 
tice Department and Pentagon lawyers that an American president can ignore 
both U.S. law and international treaties in the treatment of so-called detainees or 
enemy noncombatants. More appallingly, in March 2005 it was revealed that 
the Bush administration had approved a secret program right after Septem- 
ber 11 allowing the CIA to transfer suspected terrorists (“ghost prisoners”) for 
imprisonment and interrogation in “black hole” prisons in such countries as 
Egypt, Syria, Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and Pakistan, all noted for torturing their 
prisoners. This illegal kidnapping process is officially called “extraordinary 
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rendition” and is known colloquially as “torture outsourcing.” Individual cases 
do not have to be approved by the White House or the State or Justice Depart- 
ment, as previous administrations had required. 

All of these convoluted legal arguments and unethical rationalizations paved 
the way for Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld and his undersecretary 
for intelligence, Stephen Cambone (a position that had never existed before), 
who had cut his teeth under Feith’s tutelage in the OSP, to expand a secret 
program that “encouraged physical coercion and sexual humiliation of Iraqi 
prisoners to obtain intelligence about the growing insurgency in Iraq” at the 
Gauntanamo Bay Naval Base and the Abu Ghraib prison in Iraq. Rumsfeld 
specifically approved severe interrogation methods in a November 27, 2002, 
memorandum. Then, without explanation, he rescinded them on January 15, 
2003, and appointed a Pentagon panel (“working group”) to recommend more 
appropriate methods. Jane Mayer disclosed in a New Yorker article at the 
beginning of 2006 that Rumsfeld acted because of one man’s efforts to curb 
the officially sanctioned torture and cruel abuse of detainees — Alberto J. Mora, 
general counsel of the U.S. Navy. Mora thought he had finally convinced his 
boss, William Haynes, a protégé of Vice President Cheney’s chief of staff, David 
Addington, and through him Rumsfeld that there needed to be new interroga- 
tion guidelines. Within a week of the recision, Haynes had trumped Mora by 
going around the “working group” and obtaining an expansive OLC opinion 
written by Yoo, who, along with Delahunty, had supported at the beginning of 
2002 the legality of the harshest military interrogations discussed earlier. Colin 
Powell’s former chief of staff Lawrence Wilkerson also involved Vice President 
Cheney in this unorthodox policy-making process, saying that he “want[ed] to 
do away with all restrictions” on treatment of detainees..°* 

Despite all of the above and the revelation at the end of 2005 that the CIA 
had purportedly operated secret prisons (“black holes”) in connection with tor- 
ture practices legitimated by the Bush administration, both President Bush and 
Condoleezza Rice repeatedly denied that the United States engaged in torture. 
How could they do this in good conscience? Was it just a word game they 
were playing for national and international audiences? Could they have been 
convinced by Justice Department and White House lawyers that no laws were 
transgressed when, according to Mora, 


by sanctioning cruelty as policy the government in essence is endorsing torture and 
alter[ing] the fundamental relationship of man to government. It destroys the whole 
notion of individual rights. The Constitution recognizes that man has an inherent 
right...to personal dignity, including the right to be free of cruelty. It applies to all 
human beings... even those designated as “unlawful enemy combatants.” If you make 
this exception, the whole Constitution crumbles. It is a transformative issue.% 


Or is it simply that Bush and Rice believe that torture is necessary to win the war 
on terrorism? If so, this is the ultimate example of the United States adopting 
the tactics of the enemy — a Faustian practice that began during the Cold War. 
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Neo-Cons Promoted and Reappointed 


Except for Feith, who resigned in the summer of 2005 after it became clear that 
he had run a rogue operation out of his Office of Special Plans, all Bush’s top 
lieutenants either retained their positions in his second term or were bumped up 
to bigger and better positions. For example, the president appointed Wolfowitz 
head of the World Bank. John D. Negroponte had been accused of misleading 
Congress about human rights violations as U.S. ambassador to Honduras and 
of running political cover for CIA-sponsored Honduran death squads fight- 
ing with the Nicaraguan Contras against the Sandinistas during and after the 
Iran-Contra affair. Nonetheless, in Bush’s second term Negroponte became the 
first director of national intelligence (DNI), charged with coordinating the fight 
against terrorism, and in January 2007 the president made him the number two 
man at the State Department. Elliot Abrams, convicted for giving false testi- 
mony and illicit fund raising connected to Iran-Contra activity but pardoned 
by George H. W. Bush, went from special assistant to the president and senior 
director on the NSC for Near East and North African affairs to deputy national 
security adviser for global democracy strategy. Not stopping there, the president 
nominated Undersecretary of State John Bolton as the U.S. representative to the 
United Nations. This was the same Bolton who had previously said “there is no 
such thing as the United Nations,” who had written in the Wall Street Journal 
that the United States need not be bound by international treaties, and who, as 
undersecretary of state, had thwarted the First Annual Review Conference of 
the Biological Weapons Convention in early 2005 by undermining the agreed 
protocol with last-minute new proposals. *4 

Democrats in the Senate prevented Bolton’s original nomination from going 
to the full Senate because they did not receive requested information about 
Bolton’s purported attempts to replace subordinates who did not provide intel- 
ligence with which he agreed, and because he made speeches that skewed intel- 
ligence information despite orders from his superiors to stop this practice. Not 
to be deterred in promotion of neo-cons in his second term, on August I, 2005, 
Bush made Bolton U.S. permanent representative to the UN through an interim 
appointment. In his first action as interim UN ambassador, Bolton insisted that 
the draft of recommended UN reforms be scrapped in favor of a draft that 
excluded measures and offices that the United States had opposed in other 
fora.55 

Bush obstinately renominated Bolton following the Democratic victory in 
November, but by that time support from Senate Republicans and even the State 
Department had waned, and at the beginning of December Bolton unexpectedly 
announced his resignation. °° 


Condoleezza Rice: Neo-Con Come Lately 


Of all these reappointments, only Rice’s promotion to secretary of state deserves 
greater explanation because she is usually not referred to as a neo-conservative 
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or listed as a member of conservative organizations or think tanks. Too young 
to be present at the creation of the neo-con movement during the Nixon pres- 
idency, she cast her first presidential vote for Jimmy Carter but in 1980 voted 
for Reagan because she thought that Carter’s response to the Russian inva- 
sion of Afghanistan in 1979 was naive and weak. Rice officially became a 
registered Republican in 1982. After a meteoric career as an academic in the 
1980s at Stanford University, she entered government service in 1988 in George 
H. W. Bush’s administration upon the recommendation of foreign policy realist 
Brent Scowcroft. Rice served for two years on the staff of the National Security 
Council (NSC) as director of Soviet and East European affairs. While in that 
position, she later admitted, she “missed completely, really, the [Gorbachev’s] 
revocation of the Brezhnev doctrine” because she was too focused on the troop 
reductions the Russian leader had also announced in withdrawing from East 
Germany. Instead, on her hard-line advice, the United States suspended talks 
with the Soviet Union, ostensibly to consider Gorbachev’s intentions. Before 
this rethinking took place, the Berlin wall fell. As an expert on the USSR’s mil- 
itary, she did not foresee (nor did the CIA) the collapse of the Soviet Union. So 
Rice left the NSC in r991 with an undistinguished record to become provost 
of Stanford University, not staying through the final and dramatic devolution 
of the USSR under the elder Bush.5” 

In the interim she continued a close personal relationship with the Bush fam- 
ily and in 1999 became coordinator of George W. Bush’s foreign policy advisory 
group. From that point forward she became his personal tutor and confidante.>* 
Rice became national security adviser in 2001, criticizing the Clinton admin- 
istration for its “romantic” foreign policy, especially with respect to Russia, 
North and South Korea, and China. Most pointedly, she emphasized that the 
Bush administration was not going to treat “Russia as a special case.” Instead, 
Rice championed a “new realism” for the Bush presidency “stressing the impor- 
tance of bolstering U.S. alliances and of committing U.S. troops overseas only 
in cases where the vital national interests were threatened.” As head of the NSC 
she boasted that the United States would “not be the world’s 911,” only to have 
9/11 become the universal reference to the attacks on the twin towers and the 
Pentagon. At the same time she said that she did not intend to be either a policy 
initiator or implementor and that she wanted the NSC to be leaner and less 
visible. 5? 

Technically speaking, the secretary of state outranks the person who heads 
the National Security Council, although since the presidency of Richard Nixon 
the national security adviser has often exercised more influence on foreign policy 
than the secretary of state. During her tenure at the NSC, this did not prove true 
of Rice because she was upstaged and outmaneuvered by the competition and by 
controversy between Secretary of State Colin Powell and Secretary of Defense 
Donald Rumsfeld, backed by Vice President Cheney. She seemingly ignored 
her own job description, which stated that the head of the NSC has to be 
a “decision maker who is supposed to coordinate the views of the various 
agencies and present them as a coherent picture to the president of the United 
States.” Instead, she spent much of her time “being the president’s ‘body man,’ 
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at his side every minute, whispering in his ear... [and] tutoring him on areas 
he does not understand or is not up to speed on.”°° 

Even before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee grilled her in January 
2005 about her qualifications to be secretary of state, the 9/11 Commission held 
hearings at which Rice denied the importance of six memoranda written by 
Richard A. Clarke, head of the NSC’s Counterterrorism Security Group, in the 
spring and summer of 2001. Rice also neglected to tell the 9/11 Commission 
about an urgent briefing she and other top administration officials received from 
CIA Director George J. Tenet on July 10, 2001. He told them that intelligence 
pointed to an impending al Qaeda attack (something he had earlier indicated 
to Congress). She apparently took no significant action on this information. ^" 

At that same 9/11 Commission hearing on April 8, 2004, Rice was forced to 
admit that she could not remember telling the president about the existence of al 
Qaeda cells in the United States prior to August 6, 2001. Even more incredibly 
she said that she had not taken seriously the August 6 President Daily Briefing 
(PDB) entitled “Bin Laden Determined to Attack inside the United States.” She 
defended her inaction when learning about Arabs enrolled in U.S. flight schools 
by claiming (inaccurately) that no one could have anticipated flying planes into 
skyscrapers and added somewhat pathetically: “[If] I needed to do anything, I 
would have been asked to do it. I was not asked to do it.”°* 

Equally confounding, in January 2007 she denied ever seeing a 2003 commu- 
nique from Iran (via the Swiss embassy in Iran) offering a package of concessions 
to the United States that appeared to be very close to the ones demanded in the 
second Bush term, namely, Iranian compromises on its nuclear program and its 
relations with both Hezbollah and Hamas, and support for a Palestinian peace 
agreement with Israel. It was reported in 2005 that Vice President Cheney (and 
Carl Rove to whom the message was first delivered) had categorically turned 
down the offer, much as the 2002 offer from North Korea, discussed earlier, 
had summarily been turned down by the White House. It is next to impos- 
sible to know whether Rice was out of the decision-making loop on these two 
important matters, whether she was simply outmaneuvered by the powerful 
male neo-cons surrounding the president in 2002 and 2003, or whether she 
was providing Bush with “plausible deniability” in case a future agreement 
was reached with Iran along the same lines that could have been obtained back 
in 2003. 

Confirmed as secretary of state despite this less-than-sterling NSC leadership 
record, Rice immediately began forcefully reiterating Bush’s idealist position 
about democraticizing the entire Middle East even if it meant creating instability 
in that region of the world, which she proudly called the “birth pangs” of 
democracy. This corroborated her belated conversion to neo-con criticism of 
Cold War policies and extremism in defense of forcing U.S. values on the world. 


Transformational Democracy 


Because of the important role played by religion in the 2004 election, some 
began speculating about what they are calling “transformational democracy,” 
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“transformational diplomacy,” and the “transformational presidency.” The 
president’s secular and religious advisers are already calling hima “transforma- 
tional president,” and he used the term in the second debate in 2004. Around 
the time he delivered his 2006 State of the Union address, White House officials 
released statements saying that the president believed Americans were living in 
“transformational times and that with that comes great anxiety ”— anxiety that 
only his administration could quell. In domestic matters, the term refers to an 
anticipated conservative domination of U.S. politics and “control of all levels 
of American power [including the Supreme Court] for a generation or more.” 
It even includes transforming portions of the Constitution to conform with the 
neo-con “unitary executive theory” by undermining the separation of powers 
through presidential predominance.+ 

This multifaceted transformational process involves the systematic decon- 
struction of Democratic candidates by turning them into unelectable carica- 
tures of themselves. In foreign affairs, “transformationists,” according to Brent 
Scowcroft, who had been national security adviser under both Ford and Bush 
Sr., are “the true believers in the George W. Bush administration who argued 
that after 9/11 the United States could not afford to dicker with the United 
Nations or foreign appeasers before getting on the with urgent work of democ- 
ratizing the Middle East — by force if necessary.” In this sense, transformational 
diplomacy is “far more energetic and all-embracing than the limited moralistic 
agenda embodied in Reagan’s Evil Empire.” ° 

Perhaps the best description of both domestic and foreign transformational- 
ism came from an aide to Bush who dismissed what he called “reality-based” 
views of the world. He said: 


That’s not the way the world really works anymore. We’re an empire now, and when 
we act, we create our own reality. And while you’re studying that reality judiciously, as 
you will — we'll act again, creating other new realities, which you will study too, and 
that’s how things will sort out. We’re history’s actors...and you, all of you, will be left 
to study what we do.°° 


This is a faith-based or messianic or mystical rather than an empirical or reality- 
based view of the world that fits perfectly with Bush’s view that God is guiding 
his policies at home and abroad and is perfectly in keeping with view of America 
as exceptional and virtuous, dating back to the Puritans. As Press Secretary Tony 
Snow said without hesitation on December 6, 2006, when questioned about 
the disconnect reflected in Bush’s insistence that conditions in Iraq were better 
than those described by the Iraq Study Group: “The president believes in the 
transformational power of liberty.” 

In such a transformational system there would be less debate, with largely 
ceremonial, money- and media-driven public relations elections. After Septem- 
ber 11, and particularly in the 2004 presidential campaign, there was an absence 
of media questioning of Republican foreign policy claims and of bogus adver- 
tisements against Democrats because of fears among mainstream journalists 
that criticizing the Bush administration would mean loss of access to sources. 
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Particularly disturbing was the revelation at the end of 2005 that both the 
Washington Post and the New York Times had withheld stories about the secret 
CIA prisons and NSA domestic surveillance for over a year when publication 
of either before the 2004 elections might have affected the outcome.°” 

Whether transformationalism will prevail is unclear, but there is no doubt 
that it is being openly talked about by some neo-conservatives and evangelical 
supporters of President Bush in highly coded language, contributing a new 
dimension to the imponderable presidency. If it does succeed, it may well mark 
a crippling blow to the American political system of checks and balances and 
civil rights and to cooperative internationalism — a transformational blow made 
possible when the neo-conservatives around Bush took full advantage of the 
9/11 tragedy to promote their own domestic and foreign policy agendas. On 
their advice his legacy will rest. 


Epilogue 
The Legacy of George W. Bush 


There is no such thing as legacies. At least, there is a legacy, but I will never see it. 
George W. Bush to Catholic leaders at the White House, 
January 31, 2001 


Despite his reelection in 2004, the Republican loss of Congress in 2006 raised 
many questions about Bush’s likely historical legacy, largely because of the 
disintegrating situation in Iraq. Presidential legacies are often recounted in terms 
of the age-old debate about whether the person or the spirit of the times creates 
history. Most Americans naturally tend, in highly selective ways, to remember 
the few presidents who survived serious crises — that is, those who conquered the 
problems they encountered during their administrations. Seldom remembered 
are the many more who failed their challenges. It is still not clear which camp 
Bush will ultimately fall into — that elite group of presidents who, like Abraham 
Lincoln and Franklin Roosevelt, were able to tame and guide the crises of their 
administrations by successfully exercising prudent presidential influence and 
leadership with a vision for a better world, or those who did not and so fell 
into the dustbin of history. 

This is why it might be useful to look at the legacies of presidents other than 
such giants as Lincoln and FDR when trying to place in historical context Presi- 
dent Bush’s exercise of presidential influence in time of crisis. Second-term pres- 
idents, for example, often make mistakes out of hubris or find that policies from 
their first terms come back to haunt them. There is also a group of “accidental 
presidents” with whom Bush might be compared. An accidental president is one 
who was not elected to office initially or who came in after a contested election 
in which he did not win an Electoral College majority. Such elections are usually 
decided by Congress —as in 1800, in 1824, and in 1876, when Thomas Jefferson, 
John Quincy Adams, and Rutherford B. Hayes became accidental presidents 
by acts of Congress. The United States has had only one other formally con- 
tested presidential election and that occurred in 2000, when the Supreme Court 
determined that George W. Bush had won over Al Gore. All the other accidental 
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presidents have come into office because of assassinations or natural deaths, and 
in one case a resignation. So there was John Tyler after President Harrison died 
(1841), Millard Fillmore after President Taylor died (1850), Andrew Johnson 
after the assassination of President Lincoln (1865), Chester Alan Arthur after 
the assassination of President Garfield (1881), Theodore Roosevelt after the 
assassination of President McKinley (1901), Calvin Coolidge after the death 
of President Harding (1923), Harry Truman after the death of Franklin Roo- 
sevelt (1945), Lyndon B. Johnson after the assassination of President Kennedy 
(1963), and Gerald Ford after the resignation of President Nixon (1974). By this 
accounting, we have had nine accidental presidents, over half in the twentieth 
century. I would include Jimmy Carter, making ten, because he would not have 
been the logical Democratic candidate in 1976 had it not been for Watergate. 
In effect, when Nixon resigned in disgrace, he in essence created two accidental 
presidents — Ford and Carter. And George W. Bush makes eleven. 

In light of the zoor terrorist attacks, it is interesting to review the roles of 
the twentieth-century accidental presidents in terms of how they reacted to per- 
ceived or real crises. Of the seven accidental presidents (if Carter is included), 
only three — TR, Coolidge, and Ford — really did not face any major domestic 
or foreign crises. Of the other four, Truman, LBJ, and Carter did, and now Bush 
does. Conventional wisdom has it that Truman rose to the occasion and sur- 
vived his various crises, although some his foreign policy decisions have been 
questioned in retrospect. LBJ did not survive his, which was, of course, Vietnam, 
and in addition that war destroyed much of his liberal domestic agenda. Carter 
failed to resolve his — the Iranian hostage crisis. So of the four accidental 
presidents since the Second World War, two failed to deal successfully with 
the foreign policy crises they faced. Only Truman is credited with diplomatic 
achievements, even though he left office with low public opinion ratings. The 
verdict is not yet in on Bush, but his aides have been quick to compare him to 
Truman. 


Bush’s Domestic Legacy 


Additionally, no president, accidental or not, can be solely a foreign policy or 
a domestic president if he is concerned about creating a lasting legacy. Pres- 
idents have to be both. In the course of his first term Bush achieved certain 
domestic legislative successes on education, prescription drugs, and reduction 
of taxes that helped to balance a reputation that had been based primarily on 
his unilateral foreign policy following September 11. However, less than a year 
into his second term, for all of the president’s talk about making the country 
more secure, his emphasis on terrorism abroad seemed to have made him and 
his administration peculiarly insensitive or inattentive to domestic problems 
such as immigration, the domestic and foreign debt, permanent tax cuts, social 
security reform, alternative fuels, health insurance, energy policy, insufficient 
funding for “No Child Left Behind,” deficiencies in his prescription drug pro- 
gram, the legal problems of members of his administration, growing income 
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inequality, the increasing unpopularity of his oldest and closest advisers like 
Vice President Dick Cheney and Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, and, 
since the fall of 2005, the surprising ineffectiveness of his much-touted political 
and public relations strategist Carl Rove. 

All of these nagging domestic issues came to a head with Bush’s slow and 
inadequate personal response to Hurricane Katrina at the end of August 2005. 
This failure of leadership when it came to a major domestic natural disaster 
and to impoverished black Americans in New Orleans seemed to epitomize 
neo-con neglect of, and contempt for, use of federal power except to wage 
war. After September 11, national emergency measures of the Federal Emer- 
gency Management Agency (FEMA) were folded into general homeland secu- 
rity defense, where terrorism, rather than natural disasters, became the pri- 
ority. This resulted in shameful pictures of FEMA’s incompetent and dilatory 
rescue operation along the Gulf Coast and raised the suspicion that the Bush 
administration was no better equipped to deal with another internal terrorist 
attack than it had been four years before. These pictures also contributed to 
a serious questioning of the president’s reaction, leadership capabilities, and 
competence when disasters are not caused by evildoers.’ At the same time, the 
public did not seem to appreciate or be aware that by the summer of 2005 
Bush had chalked up several controversial domestic achievements in his second 
term, such as renewal of the Patriot Act, defeat of an attempt by Democrats to 
initiate an independent investigation of the National Security Agency’s (NSA) 
domestic surveillance program, and, most importantly, the appointment of two 
conservatives justices to the Supreme Court. 

Katrina trumped all of these domestic successes and raised an interesting 
dilemma facing this particular second-term president. As of the beginning of 
2007, Bush had lost control of the situation in Iraq and most other foreign policy 
issues because of the negative reactions at home and abroad to the war he started 
in the Middle East. His best chance to leave a positive legacy immediately upon 
leaving office will rest on his domestic policies, complicated by the Democratic 
takeover of Congress in 2006. Recognizing this, Bush’s seventh State of the 
Union address in January 2007 stressed a variety of domestic issues. Following 
it, the president began to tour the country speaking to obtain support for his 
proposals, but developments in Iraq, Iran, Afghanistan, and North Korea took 
precedence over most of them, except for immigration and energy policy. 


Bush’s Foreign Policy Legacy 


Compounding the problems that seem inherent in second terms, as an accidental 
president Bush may find himself lumped with those previous accidental presi- 
dents who, especially in the realm of diplomacy, fell victim to bad advice. Specifi- 
cally, there are disturbing indications that Bush will ultimately relive the predica- 
ment of both Presidents Johnson and Carter. He may not have received the best 
policy advice from some of the neo-cons, who had worked for Ronald Reagan 
and George H. W. Bush, about waging an all-out war against terrorism — just 
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as LBJ did not always get good advice from Kennedy’s former advisers about 
going for broke in Vietnam. Likewise, Carter’s top advisers fostered unneces- 
sarily hostile policies toward the USSR, and did not encourage him to continue 
with his human rights approach after Iran took American hostages. 

With the exception of Colin Powell, who appeared to have become odd 
man out in opposing the more blatant unilateral actions of Bush’s first term by 
recommending some cooperative actions on the part of the United States, new 
and old neo-conservatives, famous and infamous from the Cold War period - 
some dating back to the administration of Richard Nixon — came out of the 
woodwork to recommend a total war against terrorism. Most simply put: the 
neo-con “Team B” of the 1970s and 1980s had become “Team A.” Surrounded 
in his first term by such pro-war neo-con advisers as Donald Rumsfeld, Paul 
Wolfowitz, Douglas J. Feith, John Bolton, and Richard Perle, Bush may end 
up regretting their advice, as Johnson did that of the leftover hawks from the 
Kennedy administration. The fact that some of the most prominent among them 
had resigned or left the administration for other positions by 2007 does not 
exculpate them from having recommended policies that could negatively affect 
Bush’s legacy.* 

The continuing influence of neo-conservatives in Bush’s second term could 
be seen immediately after Bush’s 2006 State of the Union address, when 
the Pentagon issued its Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) entitled “The 
National Security Strategy March 2006.” This policy statement incorporated 
the long war theory into U.S. strategic planning and built upon the March 2005 
“National Defense Strategy” document, discussed previously. It laid out a 
twenty-year battle plan “against terrorist networks [that] extends far beyond 
the borders of Afghanistan and Iraq and includes many operations characterized 
by irregular warfare.” Singling out China as having “the greatest potential to 
compete militarily with the United States,” this QDR called for a “new Air Force 
long-range strike force and the building of undersea warfare capabilities.” No 
longer arguing, as the 2001 QDR had, that the United States had to be capable 
of military operations in only four areas of the world, namely, Europe, the Mid- 
dle East, the “Asian littoral,” and Northeast Asia, this one stated that the United 
States needed forces to “operate around the globe, and not only in and from 
the four [previously outlined] regions.” It concluded: “Long-duration, complex 
operations involving the U.S. military . . . will be waged simultaneously in multi- 
ple countries around the world, relying on a combination of direct (visible) and 
indirect (clandestine) approaches.” It also ostensibly acknowledged that “to 
end tyranny we must summon the collective outrage of the free world against 
the oppression, abuse, and impoverishment that tyrannical regimes inflict on 
their people and summon their collective action against the dangers tyrants 
pose to the security of the world.” 

Despite this call for “collective action,” the bulk of this ninety-two-page 
QDR represented the Bush administration’s neo-con plan for expanding Amer- 
ican military presence and empire in the twenty-first century, one that deviates 
little from the Cold War policy of independent internationalism. The difference 
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was that in 2006 the United States faced no formidable nation-state enemy like 
the Soviet Union to prevent its practice of unilateralism and belief in American 
exceptionalism from running amok. As the neo-conservatives surrounding Bush 
defended this national security strategy as part of their plan for an American- 
dominated New World Order, they insisted that the war on terrorism, beginning 
with Afghanistan and Iraq and possibly expanding to other undesirable or “axis 
of evil” nations, would not consist of Faustian bargains with, and more arms 
sales to, undemocratic regimes and petty dictators. Yet that is exactly what 
has taken place in U.S. relations with Pakistan’s Pervez Musharraf, Sudan’s Lt. 
General Omar Hassan Ahmed al-Bashir, and Uzbekistan’s Islam A. Karimov. 
Additionally, until a June 2007 address in Prague, under neo-con influence Bush 
had largely ignored such examples of democratic and human rights abuses as 
China in Tibet and Xinjiang; Russia in Chechnya; Uzbekistan’s raids against 
the city of Andijon in July 2005; and Colombia’s paramilitary drug traffickers, 
who have committed war crimes while receiving more than $3 million in U.S. 
military aid to destroy crops and fight guerrillas since 2000.4 

The Bush administration also forged a particularly close relationship with 
Sudan, reestablishing in 2oo1 the CIA station in Khartoum that Clinton had 
closed in 1995 and renewing dealings with Maj. General Salah Abdallah Gosh, 
head of the country’s Mukhabarat, its version of the CIA. Cooperation on 
counterterrorism has kept the United States from impugning the al-Bashir gov- 
ernment’s denials that it has committed genocide in Darfur and that Gosh has 
ordered attacks on civilians — even though Secretary of State Powell publicly 
accused the Sudanese of carrying out genocide in Darfur back in 2004, a geno- 
cide that has spread to Chad. So much for not following the Faustian foreign 
policies of the Cold War. In February 2006, Bush belatedly recommended send- 
ing more international troops into the war-ravaged Darfur region, but did not 
indicate that U.S. ground troops would be involved in this beefed-up inter- 
national peacekeeping effort.’ And in May 2007 the president called for more 
stringent economic and arms sanctions against Sudan. Nonetheless, with respect 
to the continuing loss of life in Darfur it is clear that the lesson of Rwanda has 
not been learned. Once again, U.S. national security interests are shown not to 
include effective action on behalf of the victims of genocide. 


Bush’s Rhetorical Legacy 


If September 11 unleashed unbridled unilateralism in Bush’s foreign policies, 
his born-again evangelical rhetoric released a flood of speculation about the 
melding of messianic fundamentalism with secular right-wing politics. Ironi- 
cally, while neo-conservatives foresee an indefinite period of U.S. hegemonic 
power, radical Christian fundamentalists and Pentecostal Americans perceive 
the administration’s war on terrorism as facilitating the divine plan for annihi- 
lating the Islamic world and hastening the end of human history as we know it 
in return for a Christian millennium. Thus, the neo-con vision of an American- 
dominated world is irrelevant to them. Joining this alliance are “right-wing 
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Catholics over abortion and...right-wing Jews over the Holy Land,” provid- 
ing Bush’s moralistic foreign policy more political force, as demonstrated in 
the 2004 election, than should have been the case given that he had either lied 
about or seriously manipulated evidence for going to war. That the truth did 
not prevail among the most fervently religious who voted for him in 2004 can 
be explained in part by the fact that they were more interested in the world 
ending than in the ever-shifting arguments rationalizing the war in Iraq or an 
American empire. In fact, one study concluded that “cognitive dissonance” 
seemed to prevail among Bush’s most religious supporters after his reasons for 
going to war were exposed as false.° 

It has been said that Bush “talks evangelical talk as no other president has, 
including Jimmy Carter.” He began with his Oval Office talk on the night of 
the attacks by misquoting words of Psalm 23, thereby inadvertently exchanging 
himself for God.” His use of evangelical language when talking about foreign 
policy affairs continued right after September 11 when he spoke the word “cru- 
sade.” He quickly dropped the term because it conjured the medieval Christian 
battles against Arab Muslims. ë 

Then the Pentagon gave the name “Infinite Justice” to the war in Afghanistan. 
That moniker was also quickly withdrawn “in deference to the sentiments of 
Muslims” because of “its overtones of Christian fundamentalism.” Not sur- 
prisingly, the administration resorted to benign euphemisms, calling the war 
in Afghanistan “Operation Enduring Freedom” and the one in Iraq “Opera- 
tion Iraqi Freedom.” Neither name obviates the fact that both wars are not 
being fought simply in order to make the world safe for democracy, as Pres- 
ident Woodrow Wilson grandiosely said about World War I; they are also 
being waged “in defense of the United States ...[to] make the world safe for 
Americans.”? 

Gradually in his first term Bush largely replaced his incessant use of such 
words as “evil,” “evildoers,” “evil man,” “evil one,” “evil deeds,” and macho 
references to “bring ‘em on” and smoking terrorists out of their caves with 
the idea of spreading freedom and liberty in the name of God. He began the 
transition from images of evil to images of freedom late in September 2001 when 
he said: “Freedom and justice, justice and cruelty, have always been at war, and 
we know that God is not neutral between them.” By the time of his 2003 State 
of the Union address Bush was proclaiming: “We do not claim to know all 
the ways of Providence, yet we can trust in them, placing our confidence in 
the loving God behind all of life, and all of history.” In that same speech the 
president noted: “As our nation moves troops and builds alliances to make 
our world safer, we must also remember our calling as a blessed country, to 
make the world better.” Then a little over a year later, on April 13, 2004, at 
a press conference Americans heard: “So long as I am president, I will press 
for freedom. ...I have this strong belief, strong belief, that freedom is not this 
country’s gift to the world, freedom is the Almighty’s gift to every man and 
woman in the world.” Or as Bush told Bob Woodward: “Freedom is God’s 
gift to everybody in the world.... And I believe we have a duty to free people. 
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I would hope we couldn’t have to do it militarily, but we have a duty.” Later, 
in the third 2004 presidential debate, he reiterated: “I believe that God wants 
everybody to be free. That’s what I believe. And that’s one part of my foreign 
policy. . .. And so my principles that I make decisions on are a part of me. And 
religion is a part of me.” On a trip abroad on June 2007, Bush continued to 
proclaim that “freedom is the design of our maker, and...the only way to 
achieve human rights.” 1° 

Such dogmatic religious references do not make for a rational foreign policy, 
which, by definition, is supposed to be based on diplomatic compromise and, 
since 1945, on certain international principles embodied in the Charter of the 
United Nations. Instead, this kind of moralistic language usually backs a pres- 
ident into a corner, stubbornly obsessing about self-justification and defending 
abstract principles such as honor, pride, God, and country, rather than trying to 
find practical solutions to complicated relations with other nations. Past presi- 
dents who excessively personalized and moralized foreign policy issues paid a 
high price for viewing their opponents as evil or irredeemably malevolent or for 
identifying too closely with a single cause. One has only to think of Woodrow 
Wilson’s refusal to compromise to obtain U.S. entrance into his beloved League 
of Nations because he viewed Republican Senator Henry Cabot Lodge as his 
personal béte noir. Lyndon Johnson personalized the war in Vietnam to the 
degree that he tormented himself and obsessed over each American death, per- 
sonally choosing bombing targets but never seeing the forest for the trees in 
terms of whether the war was winnable. Jimmy Carter became so personally 
identified with American hostages held in Iran that he neglected most domes- 
tic issues and turned away from his human rights diplomacy toward a more 
hard-line policy not only against Iran, but also against the USSR. 


“God Made Me Do It” 


George W. Bush is certainly not the first American president to moralize about 
and personalize diplomatic problems. He is also not the first American president 
to proclaim that the United States is an exceptional “blessed country” and to 
assume that he is an agent of God when carrying out its foreign policy. His public 
piety is, however, one of the more blatant examples of a president exhibiting a 
divinely ordained reaction to national danger or crisis. This conforms with what 
Bush purportedly told various evangelical leaders, such as Rev. Richard Land 
of the Southern Baptist Convention, in 1999 and 2000: that “God wants me 
to be president.” On February 15, 1999, for example, Bush told the evangelist 
James Robison on the latter’s TV program that God wanted him to run for 
president. “I know it won’t be easy on me or my family, but God wants me to 
do it....I feel I am supposed to run for the presidency. I believe my country is 
going to need me.” 

The New York Times reported that just before Bush delivered his message 
to a joint session of Congress on September 20, 2001, he met with a group 
of ministers and told them that he thought that his leadership in this time of 
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crisis was “part of God’s plan” for him and the nation, that this was now his 
life’s work. In a private meeting with Amish families on July 9, 2003, according 
the Washington Post, Bush purportedly said, “I trust God speaks through me. 
Without that, I couldn’t do my job.” His use of double-coded language to speak 
to evangelicals about liberty as “the plan of heaven for humanity,” asserting that 
“the Author of freedom is not indifferent to the fate of freedom,” has proven 
most effective from a pragmatic political standpoint. And in January 2005 
Bush’s second inaugural address sounded more like a sermon than a practical 
forecast of specific problems facing the country in his second term. Among 
other things he said: “America’s vital interests and our deepest beliefs are now 
one....From the day of our founding, we have proclaimed that every man 
and woman on this earth has rights, and dignity, and matchless value, because 
they bear the image of the maker of heaven and earth.” Repeating the words 
“liberty” and “freedom” a total of forty-four times, he made it clear that God 
was the “Author of Liberty.” ™ 

Given his religious rhetoric, commentators have often noted the moralistic 
similarities between Bush’s and Wilson’s public pronouncements. The compar- 
ison is accurate but obscures the excessive degree to which Bush does not want 
to deal with facts that contradict his “gut” views or “instinct,” or what he 
assumes are uncompromisable “God-given values,” or his belief that he is on a 
religious mission fighting a righteous war. For example, just before the invasion 
of Iraq in March 2003 the president refused to meet with an interdenomina- 
tional delegation from the National Council of Churches who opposed the war, 
apparently because they would have presented spiritual views he did not want to 
hear. Previously the group had been received by heads of state in Great Britain, 
France, Germany, Russia, and the Vatican. Former GOP insiders such as disil- 
lusioned Republican columnist Bruce Bartlett have confirmed Bush’s tendency 
to “dispense with people who confront him with inconvenient facts. He truly 
believes he’s on a mission from God. Absolute faith like that overwhelms a need 
for analysis. The whole thing about faith is to believe things for which there is 
no empirical evidence.” Barlett then added: “But you can’t run the world on 
faith,” and “to trust one man’s instinct to be infallible is too much to ask of 
a democracy,” especially if that man more often than not states as fact what 
is actually in dispute. Accordingly, Bush told Bob Woodward, the insider, neo- 
con reporter for the administration: “I do not need to explain why I say things. 
That’s the interesting part about being the President. Maybe somebody needs 
to explain to me why they say something, but I don’t feel like I owe anybody 
an explanation.” = 

But there is more to Bush’s arrogant religiosity and messianic militarism than 
simply the fact that he makes decisions based on faith-based gut instincts. He 
has encouraged inordinately pious support for a militaristic American foreign 
policy, as reflected in statements by figures ranging from General William G. 
(Jerry) Boykin (“God put him [Bush] there for such a time as this”) to Jerry 
Falwell (“God is pro-war”).'4 There is a disturbing iniquity about believing 
that wars are the work of God or that God justifies human misery if it is accord 
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with certain rigid religious beliefs. Even more disturbing is the question of what 
fundamentalists (and the president) will do if God should lose the faith-based 
war in Iraq. 

The world cannot be divided into good and evil by a born-again president 
and his extreme evangelical followers using apocalyptic language without gal- 
vanizing a self-fulfilling biblical prophecy, not only among true believers in the 
Rapture and dispensationalist dogma, according to teachings of the nineteenth- 
century British cleric John Darby, but also among those millions of evangelical 
Christians already inclined to view of U.S. foreign policy as following a bibli- 
cally determined prophetic plan for the end of the world." 


The Rapture 


According to Darby (and such contemporary promulgators as televangelists 
Jerry Falwell, Pat Robertson, Jack Van Impe, and John Hagee, and print pop- 
ularizers Hal Lindsey, Guy Dury, Tim LaHaye, and Jerry Jenkins), 


the present “dispensationalism” will end with the Rapture, when all true believers will 
join Christ in the air. Next comes a seven-year Tribulation, when a charismatic but 
satanic figure, the Antichrist [Evil One], will arise in Europe, seize world power, and 
impose his universal tyranny under the dread sign “666,” mentioned in Revelation. 
After seven years, Christ and the saints will return to vanquish the Antichrist and his 
armies . . . near Haifa. From a restored Temple in Jerusalem Christ will then inaugurate 
a thousand-year reign of peace and justice — the Millennium.‘ 


The subtext of this prophetic scenario is that Arab leaders and nations are 
symbols of the Antichrist and must be destroyed. This is why Franklin Graham 
(Billy’s son) and Falwell took advantage of September 11 to attack publicly 
“Islam as an evil religion” and why they believe that Saddam Hussein was, if 
not the Antichrist, the precursor of the Evil One. (It didn’t help that Saddam 
intended to rebuild the city of Babylon on its ancient ruins.) Christian funda- 
mentalists in the United States have become staunch supporters of Israel against 
the Palestinians, neglecting to point out that the final solution for Jews under 
Rapture theory is that they must convert to Christianity or burn in hell. Per- 
haps unknowingly, they are also in alliance with radical Islamists (the Hojjatieh) 
who believe that chaos in the Middle East presages the return of the Twelfth 
Imam. 

So the question remains: if it proves true that the “fantasies of a splendid 
little war have led to disaster,” who is more responsible — neo-con secularists 
or evangelicals? Regardless of the answer to this question, Kevin Phillips has 
presciently suggested that “[t]he precedents of past leading world economic 
powers show that blind faith and religious excesses — the rapture seems to be 
both — have often contributed to national decline, sometimes even being in its 
forefront.” "7 

Another seldom-discussed aspect of the Rapture is that most of its adherents — 
because of their belief in prophecy based on a literal interpretation of the Bible 
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and the second coming of Christ — are less concerned than they otherwise might 
be with a basic set of personal economic conditions ranging from unemploy- 
ment and credit-card debt to heating bills and the cost of gasoline. Such faith- 
based nihilism also means that they seem to have little interest in preserving 
the environment, despite a splinter group of eighty-six evangelical leaders who 
began urging Bush in 2006 to pay more attention to global warming. On the 
contrary, environmental destruction (and even the frightening rise in personal 
and national debt) is fatalistically welcomed by the vast majority of believ- 
ers in the Rapture as a sign of the anticipated apocalypse. Apparently almost 
45 percent of American Christians believe in Armageddon. If such religious 
views can affect environmental, economic, and social reform policy, can they 
be held responsible for encouraging Bush to destabilize the entire Middle East 
based on the literal interpretation of the Bible?’ 


Paths Not Taken toward a More Positive Legacy 


There must be more to U.S. foreign policy than a “Grand Strategy” designed 
to ensure American hegemony in an age of terror. Indeed, “many of its tradi- 
tional political and military goals [of the United States]...in pursuit of eth- 
ical objectives... have disappeared simply because bin Laden arrived on our 
television screens.” Any “Grand Strategy” for the long haul must consist of 
more than visionary dreams of millennialist goals about imposed democracy 
and freedom based on American might and exaggerated threat perceptions. As 
of his address to a military audience at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, on June 
28, 2005, there was no indication that Bush had developed any sophisticated 
“hybrid strategy, a two-level policy” for dealing with the world.'? Although the 
speech was nationally televised, he addressed only the already converted in the 
country with the same simplistic, moralistic notions that he had been repeating 
since September 11. 

Bush simply defied reason when in his Fort Bragg address he linked Septem- 
ber 11 five times with the reason for the war in Iraq. It made no sense “to 
color Iraq with the memory of 9/11” because that country played no role in 
the attacks. Interestingly, Bush did not mention WMDs at all, preferring to 
refer to terror and terrorism thirty-four times, to use “freedom” and “free” 
twenty-three times, and “democracy” or “democratic” eight times. “When the 
history of this period is written,” the president predicted, “the liberation of 
Afghanistan and the liberation of Iraq will be remembered as the great turning 
points in the story of freedom.” Just as Bush’s history of how and why he took 
the country into the mismanaged preemptive war in Iraq will be debated for 
some time, so will the outcome of the global war on terrorism.*° 

The real “story of freedom” may ultimately be determined by the paths not 
taken by the Bush administration. By the time of the Fort Bragg address, the 
Bush administration had not reassessed its obvious ability to act unilaterally 
by incorporating a more balanced view of the “relationship between threat 
perception and the application of power.” Such intellectual arrogance on the 
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part of previous administrations during the Cold War has led to abuse of power 
because when ideology overcomes reality, “risk taking overcomes prudence.” > 

Between September 2001 and June 2005 Bush had many opportunities to 
make more than empty rhetorical flourishes about the good intentions of U.S. 
foreign policy. He could have pointed out that a half-century of a national 
security state has done little to assure American security and has diminished 
respect for the United States abroad, noting that the same is true of Israel. “He 
could have said that [years of] support for Israel’s occupation of Palestine and 
for the brutal economic siege of Iraq should [have been] rethought” because 
both have irreparably damaged the reputation of the United States in the Middle 
East.** 

Bush could have told Americans not to consume, but rather to conserve, 
so that the country would not be dependent on foreign oil. It took him until 
the beginning of 2006 to admit that Americans are “addicted to oil.” It is too 
much to expect that the president might have added that we are “addicted to 
war.” Accordingly, Walter Hixson has argued that the continuity in America’s 
hegemonic drive for world power has been characterized by “external violence 
focusing on a never-ending series of enemies [and wars].” He concludes that 
there is a “remarkable war-like continuity of U.S. foreign policy flowing from 
a distinctive national culture,” primarily based on ideas about the country’s 
exceptionalism — a continuity that has reached its logical extreme in the endless 
war on terrorism.*? 

Bush also “could have said that there was no need to exacerbate risks at a time 
of great tension, that there was no need of a rash insistence that our demands 
‘are not open to negotiation or discussion.’” He need not have threatened to 
use “every necessary weapon of war which implies use of nuclear weapons,” 
while at the same time authorizing the redesign of a new generation of atomic 
weapons, in some cases replacing old ones with a new H-bomb nuclear explo- 
sives. He could have tried to forge a new international coalition to battle pro- 
liferation of nuclear weapons and created a “true alliance of democracies to 
fight the illiberal currents coming out of the Middle East.”*4 

Such an alliance of democracies could also take up the issue of when (and 
if) future humanitarian interventions should be designed to overturn existing 
barbarous regimes and to stop genocides before they linger on for years as the 
one in Darfur has. It is conceivable that the UN is not equipped to deal with 
such regimes because too many of its members have brutal domestic records. 
Therefore, an association of liberal democratic countries could take it upon 
themselves to report to the UN when military intervention for humanitarian 
reasons is necessary and proportional with a clear plan to ensure that inhumane 
results do not occur. Inhumane results would include economic sanctions and 
boycotts that devastate civilian populations, especially when politicians come 
to power whose policies this elite group of nations do not condone, as has 
been the case with Cuba, Haiti, Iraq, Iran, and the Palestine Authority after 
the 2006 victory of Hamas. This group could give emerging countries practical 
advice for peaceful development, including pointing out to them that nation 
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building no longer means that their recently obtained sovereignty is inviolable, 
as had been the case during the Cold War. Such a group could also help these 
vulnerable new nations try war criminals before the International Criminal 
Court or special regional courts when necessary. Above all, it could encourage 
the UN seriously to take up redefining the meaning of sovereignty to fit post- 
Cold War conditions.*> 

Finally, September 11, 2001, will mark a positive turning point in U.S. for- 
eign policy only if it finally results in the maturing of America. Mature nations 
of great power usually act more conservatively than radically. Yet the United 
States will remain an immature giant until it begins to abandon its belief in the 
myth of its exceptionalism and perennial good intentions, admits that it has 
lost its youthful innocence for the last time, and stops practicing independent 
internationalism by engaging the world cooperatively rather than unilaterally. 
The United States cannot defeat terrorism unilaterally. Instead of carrying out a 
cooperative international intelligence effort and coordinating worldwide police 
operations with democratic allies against stateless terrorists, it has transformed 
the war on terrorism into actual or threatened unilateral invasions of other 
states. This might well encourage other nations to claim the right to preemp- 
tive wars of choice as their prerogative and to refuse to talk one on one with 
their enemies until certain preconditions are met, thus relegating international 
relations to jungle behavior. As of the beginning of 2007, Bush had not pub- 
licly indicated that he was willing to fundamentally rethink the policies that 
had brought about a strategic disaster in Iraq or to make other changes in 
diplomacy that would place him on a path toward a more positive presidential 
legacy — although the 2007 agreement with North Korea and face-to-face talks 
with Syria and Iran held out a ray of hope. By and large, however, Bush and 
his neo-con advisers have created a cloud of unaccountability in order to keep 
their foreign policy mistakes from being corrected by themselves or their critics. 


Paths Taken toward a Negative Legacy 


The faltering occupation of Iraq had already caused the reputation of the United 
States to plummet among Muslims around the world when Israel decided to 
invade Lebanon in the summer of 2006, ostensibly over the kidnapping of 
two Israeli soldiers by Hezbollah. The United States did nothing to stop the 
destruction in Beruit or of that country’s infrastructure or the concurrent attacks 
on Hamas in Gaza. The latter encouraged Hamas and the Palestine Authority 
to oppose both al Fatah and Israel’s continued occupation of the West Bank. 
Viewed by many Arabs as a prelude or dry run for an American invasion of Iran, 
the Israeli military operation in Lebanon did not go as efficiently as planned 
and left the impression that Hezbollah had won at least a propaganda victory. 
The damage done by Israel’s invasion of Lebanon to the ability of the United 
States to function as a credible, even-handed negotiator for settling Middle 
Eastern problems was incalculable. Some Arabs also viewed this attack as an 
experimental run-up to an Israeli invasion of Iran. If so, it did not bode well. 
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Most importantly, they thought that Israel served simply as a surrogate of the 
United States by invading Lebanon, and this further discredited Bush’s legacy 
in that part of the world.”° 

Another negative path taken centers on the Bush’s administration refusal 
to rule out first-strike use of tactical nuclear weapons, discussed previously. 
For all of its pronouncements about its virtuous intentions, there has been no 
acknowledgment that the use of weapons of mass destruction is a crime against 
humanity, whether they are used by the United States or its enemies — even if 
they are used in retaliation or for what is regarded as a morally justified end. The 
ethicist Jonathan Glover has suggested that all countries should be forbidden to 
do evil even when good may come of it. Less categorically, establishment foreign 
policy experts such as Richard N. Haass and others have urged the United States 
to declare a “no first use” policy and to promote the elimination of all nuclear 
weapons. Nor has it seriously promoted international efforts to find practical 
alternative sources of energy or supported the elimination of nuclear weapons 
for itself rather than simply for other countries.*7 

Still another policy damaging Bush’s legacy is his administration’s refusal 
to address the corruption in Iraq that has taken place under U.S. occupation. 
It began when L. Paul Bremer III headed the Coalition Provisional Authority 
(CPA). He gave the Iraqi Ministry of Defense $1.2 billion; $500 to $750 mil- 
lion went into private hands, and only $400 million can be accounted for as 
being used to build up the country’s defenses. This mismanagement of funds 
has been called the “biggest heist in U.S. history,” but neither the American nor 
the Iraqi government has attempted to investigate the use and misuse of these 
funds, or the massive amount of Iraqi security forces’ weaponry that has gone 
missing. Probably the worst example of corruption that the Bush administra- 
tion should have had more direct control over and still did nothing is associated 
with the $45 billion rebuilding effort in Iraq. Just as in Vietnam, private corpo- 
rations are “realiz[ing] Haliburton profits by taking advantage of the relative 
urgency, chaos, and uncertainty of war.” One of the worst examples of this cor- 
porate incompetence and fraud can be found in the failure of the $220 million 
portion (originally estimated to cost $75.7 million) of the $2.4 billion no-bid 
reconstruction contract the Army Corps of Engineers gave to the Haliburton 
subsidiary KBR (formerly Kellogg Brown & Root) to rebuild the Fatah pipeline 
after the U.S. Air Force bombed the bridge across the Tigris that had originally 
carried these oil pipelines. As of 2005, all the money had been spent, despite a 
geotechnical report back in August 2003 that had indicated the project would 
fail as designed. In 2006, work to rebuild the Fatah pipeline had to be assigned 
to two other companies. Given the dominance of big business and oil interests 
in the Republican Party, the Bush administration did not confront this issue of 
fraud in reconstruction contracts. However, the Democrats, after winning the 
2006 midterm elections, began to curb oil profits and to investigate all such 
wasteful projects based on the report of a federal oversight agency showing 
that both “Defense and State department officials condoned or allow repeated 
work delays, bloated expenses and payments for shoddy work.”** 
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The state of democracy in Iraq also remains a blot on Bush’s legacy. As 
Fareed Zakaria and Larry Diamond have pointed out, elections by themselves 
are no guarantee of a democratic state, especially if the United States simply 
uses them to garner legitimacy for the war on terrorism and as a subterfuge for 
controlling the country’s oil reserves. Democracy in Iraq will require an end to 
ethnic and sectarian strife, the rule of law, and a less oil-based economy (as 
of 2007, no democratic petro-state existed). None of these preconditions for 
democracy was in place by the time of the first Iraqi election at the beginning of 
2005, and the United States not only had to “lock down” the entire country in 
order to hold the election, but there is also evidence that it tried to manipulate 
the results of that election. If so, it did not succeed. A plurality of conserva- 
tive clerical parties won in the 2005 Iraqi parliamentary election — a fact that 
the Bush administration has turned into a well-kept secret. In June of that year, 
elections in Iran made hard-line conservative Mahmoud Ahmadinejad the pres- 
ident of Iran, and also produced the victory of Hamas in the Palestine Author- 
ity in 2006. When elections do not produce the results wanted by the United 
States, it often takes punitive action.*? Additionally, Bush has never expressed 
interest in any plan for collectively reforming the global order. Clearly, this 
will not be part of his legacy because of the neo-con path he chose. Likewise, 
his administration has not supported any significant reevaluation at the UN 
of the concept of national sovereignty and international responsibility, or of 
ways to prevent humanitarian interventions from having inhumane results, nor 
has it come out against the opportunistic granting of sovereignty to nonviable 
entities. As noted, the administration has not supported most attempts at UN 
reform, let alone one that would have included a discussion of limiting uni- 
lateral military actions on the part of all nation states, including the United 
States. 

Finally, Bush’s worst legacy is his record on human and civil rights in general 
and on torture in particular — a legacy that will be difficult for his successors in 
the Oval Office, whether Democrat or Republican, to reverse. He has so success- 
fully used the “politics of fear” and government secrecy to distract Americans 
from the diminution of civil rights at home and human rights abuses abroad 
that in 2007 Amnesty International USA urged Congress to take the lead in 
restoring respect for humane standards and practices domestically and in the 
world. To date, it has not, and neither has the president. This means that the 
United States and the world may be on the road to producing a “culture of atroc- 
ity” if the only response to terrorism is perpetual war. Al Gore has noted that 
terrorists use fear for political ends by distorting reality and indicating 
that they are capable of more than they can actually accomplish. He thinks 
that the Bush administration has emulated their methods in taking the nation 
to war in Iraq. Amnesty International has pointed out that the United States is 
not alone in spreading fear in order to wage war and to divert attention from 
violations of human rights, but as the most powerful nation in world, America’s 
loss of ethical authority as a “beacon of hope and a leader in justice” portends 
ill for the entire world.3° 
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The fact that there is no longer any countervailing force to stop the behemoth 
the United States has become poses some interesting questions for the Bush 
Doctrine in particular and for American exceptionalism in general, since the 
administration has taken it upon itself “to remake everyone else’s world” in 
its own image. How can the United States insist that the world become like 
itself and still remain exceptional? Since its origins, but especially since 1900, 
its concept of national greatness included the messianic notion that by example 
(or force, as it turned out) the United States should undertake an “experiment 
in self-duplication” for the rest of the world.’ 

This attempt at global cloning was based on the assumption that America’s 
democratic and capitalistic brand of liberty was universally transferable and 
would benefit people everywhere if they would only emulate the “American 
way of life — even if that life showed distinct signs of decline by the end of the 
twentieth century. According to critics at home and abroad, “the increasing 
unregulated rule of capital [was] detrimental to the moral life and traditional 
values of the United States” as demonstrated by a growing wage gap between 
rich and poor, the weakening social cohesion of the middle class, a high rate of 
crime and incarceration, and fewer people voting because the corporate elites 
dominated both parties, controlling electoral politics and the economy.3* An 
aging and imperfect democracy, forcing its values on the rest of the world while 
suppressing civil liberties at home, threatens not only global stability but the 
very concept of an “empire of liberty” that the United States has so carefully 
cultivated over the last 200 years. To continue to pursue the American myth of 
exceptionalism through endless unilateral actions requires unbridled hegemonic 
arrogance on the part of diplomatic decision makers. 


Revolts of the Realists and Neo-Conservatives 


By 2006, the combination of arrogance and incompetence of the Bush admin- 
istration not only had produced general dissatisfaction in the country, it had 
also provoked two internal revolts within the Republican Party. The first was 
the more moderate, consisting of criticism by foreign policy realists, sometimes 
called pragmatists. The report of the 2006 bipartisan Iraq Study Group (ISG), 
chaired by James A. Baker III and Lee H. Hamilton, conveyed a certain amount 
of intellectual honesty about the deteriorating situation in Iraq. Basically, this 
report provided Bush “cover,” courtesy of his father’s “realist” older friends and 
advisers, with suggestions for a moderate “change of course.” But it should be 
noted that these recommendations would neither end the war nor produce any- 
thing like the kind of total victory Bush had been insisting upon. They would, 
however, allow Bush to show that he was willing to try something different so 
that in the end he could argue that the United States did not lose the war, the 
Iraqis did. 33 

The ISG report probably arrived two years too late, since basically it called 
for the “Iraqization” or “Iraqafication” of this war in a way similar to the 
“Vietnamization” of that war. In both cases, the object was (is) to co-opt 


Epilogue 197 


domestic dissatisfaction with the conduct of the war by reducing American 
casualties and turning more of the fighting over to American-trained native 
soldiers. Nixon initiated this policy in 1969, but the war continued for another 
three years with the loss of more than 20,000 U.S. military personnel. At that 
time antiwar groups correctly predicted that Vietnamization would prolong 
rather than end the war. The same will likely prove true of Iraqization — if it is 
implemented. *+ 

Of the report’s seventy-nine recommendations, the most questionable was 
number sixty-four, calling on the United States to help the Iraqi government 
draft a new oil law. A leaked copy of this proposed law emerged in February 
2007, with vague language and terms that favored the interests of foreign oil 
companies, especially American ones. This recommendation contradicts the 
national ownership approved by the State Department and the James Baker 
Institute in Texas, discussed earlier, following the invasion of Iraq back in 2003 
and casts doubt on the claim that the United States did not invade Iraq for its oil 
reserves. It provides an opening for the privatization of the country’s oil reserves 
long advocated by the neo-cons, especially by Bremer when he was in charge 
of the CPA and by Zalmay Khalilzad when he was U.S. ambassador to Iraq. 
Privatization not only would violate Iraq’s sovereignty, it could remove it from 
OPEC if the central government lost control over its own levels of production to 
regions negotiating their own technical service contracts under the influence of 
foreign companies. If approved by the Iraqi Council of Representatives, it could 
eventually privatize the current nationally run oil reserves if the country ends 
up with a weak central government. Since the ISG’s recommendations were 
based on the flawed process of consensus, there is no way to know whether 
Baker disagreed with this recommendation, or whether he had simply changed 
his mind. Some sections of the ISG report seem to favor the central government 
retaining control of the oil and gas reserves, while others open the possibility 
of regions and foreign companies taking control — fostering the breakup of the 
country into three ethnic areas.35 

The president initially expressed little interest in the ISG’s comprehensive 
recommendations or in implementing them “in a coordinated fashion.” He 
even implied that at least some of the ideas of the Baker-Hamilton Commis- 
sion “would lead to defeat.” Saying he wanted to wait for other reports from 
the Pentagon and State Department, Bush took a characteristically defensive 
position in a press conference on December 13, 2006, repeating: “We can’t 
leave before the job is done.” With these words Bush seemed to have fallen 
into the mind-set of his accidental predecessor LBJ, who also feared that his 
legacy would be that of a president who lost a war. Nixon complicated and 
prolonged his ending of the Vietnam War by insisting it had to be a “peace with 
honor,” a goal he never achieved. That God — the author of liberty, freedom, 
and democracy, according to Bush — would also be losing the war in Iraq is an 
added incentive for him to continue it until America achieves something he can 
call victory. Bush has much more at stake over the loss of the war in Iraq than 
simply his own legacy; it is also God’s. 


198 A Faustian Foreign Policy 


Many moderate Republicans expressed some unhappiness with the Baker- 
Hamilton commission’s work, but the neo-conservatives were most vocal in 
rejecting the bulk of its recommendations. This neo-con reaction came as no 
surprise, since many of them had begun in 2006 to criticize Bush’s ineffective 
execution of the war (“a mind-bending level of incompetence”) and to call for 
a greater commitment of American troops and an attack on Iran’s nuclear facil- 
ities. Prominent neo-cons also opposed the suggestion that the United States 
renew a sustained commitment to a comprehensive Arab-Israeli peace, which 
included calling an international conference at which Israel, Syria, and Lebanon 
would negotiate with each other as they had at the 1991 Madrid Conference. 
Richard Perle referred to this and other aspects of the report as “absurd,” and 
Kenneth Adelman, who had once predicted the Iraqi war would be a “cake- 
walk,” also expressed strong skepticism and called for sending in 20,000 to 
30,000 more U.S. troops.*° 

Evidence that the revolt of the neo-cons was in full swing came in November 
2006 when Vanity Fair pre-released excerpts from an article not originally 
scheduled for publication until January 2007 (well after the midterm elec- 
tions). In it, such neo-conservatives as Eliot Cohen, David Frum, Frank Gaffney, 
Michael Ledeen, Richard Perle, Kenneth Adelman, and Michael Rubin all crit- 
icized Bush’s conduct (but not the original purpose) of the war. Earlier in the 
summer, conservative radio show hosts and newspaper columnists had also 
expressed doubts about Bush’s insistence that progress was being made in Iraq. 
Even retired generals joined in, focusing their attack on Secretary Rumsfeld. Bob 
Woodward, ever the front man for the most extreme of the neo-conservatives, 
expressed their (and presumably his) dissatisfaction with the Bush administra- 
tion by viciously criticizing Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld in his 2006 book, 
State of Denial. He even half-heartedly attempted to resurrect the influence of 
Henry Kissinger and his so-called realist diplomacy by indicating that the for- 
mer secretary of state was meeting with Bush and Cheney, apparently telling 
them (a la his mentor Fritz Kraemer) that “victory is the only exit strategy” (a 
la Vietnam).37 

Not content to publicize their about-face on Bush in Vanity Fair, on January 
28, 2007, neo-con members of the powerful think tank The Project for the New 
American Century (PNAC) wrote a letter to Congress calling for an increase in 
U.S. forces in Iraq, an increase in military personnel in general (which in some 
versions appears to be a thinly disguised call for renewal of the draft system), 
and making arguments for taking military action against Iran eerily suggestive 
of those made before the invasion of Iraq in 2003. By May 2007, the neo-con 
Perle became particularly outspoken in his criticism of Bush, calling him a “fail- 
ure.” Clearly, these dissatisfied neo-cons still believe in the Kraemer Doctrine, 
that is, the necessity for the United States not to show “provocative weakness” 
and not to negotiate with its enemies. On December 15, when the White House 
staged a pomp-and-circumstance ceremony for Rumsfeld, who had abruptly 
resigned in November, the former secretary of defense did not indicate that he 
had rethought anything about his stewardship, despite the secret memorandum 
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he had written just before resigning that seemed to anticipate some of the rec- 
ommendations of the Iraq Study Group. Instead, he actually paraphrased the 
éminence grise of the neo-cons, Fritz Kraemer, saying: “Today it should be 
clear that not only is weakness provocative, but the perception of weakness 
on our part can be provocative as well.”>* Like Rumsfeld, most neo-cons were 
not ready to abandon their idealist dreams of expanding American power and 
influence in perpetuity, regardless of the cost in lives and U.S. reputation. 

This civil war within the Republican Party between the neo-cons and the 
moderates bodes ill for the GOP’s continued reputation as the citadel of national 
security and patriotism that it has flaunted since September 11. This image 
brought Bush electoral successes in 2002 and 2004 because few questioned 
his aggressive neo-con diplomacy, and the neo-cons certainly did not question 
his or Cheney’s or Rumsfeld’s ability to wage war. Now Republicans are at 
each others’ throats trying to avoid being held responsible when answering the 
question: “Who lost Iraq?” At stake is the party’s identity, which Republicans 
will have to resolve before the 2008 presidential election. However, having so 
successfully not held any government official or agency accountable for domes- 
tic and foreign policy mistakes and incompetence, GOP leaders may ironically 
find themselves falling into an internecine blame game at the expense of party 
unity. 


Ethics and Efficiency 


It is imperative that opponents (and even moderate supporters) of the Bush 
administration demand ethical and efficient (competent) behavior from the 
president, from his advisers and supporters in Congress, and from the 
Democrats who took back both houses of Congress in 2006. This would place 
political focus on evaluating the mistakes and injurious results of the Iraq war 
as the secular moralists and religious supporters of that conflict have not. A 
demand for ethical and efficient conduct would also provide a way to explain 
to average Americans past unethical behavior on the part of the United States 
(which helped the country win the Cold War) in the hope that such behavior 
will not continue to be repeated with impunity. Instead of trying to take back 
morality and religion (and the flag, according to a book by Todd Gitlin), oppo- 
nents of unilateral preemptive strikes and empty evangelical slogans about good 
and evil should talk about ethics and efficiency to counter the way in which 
Bush and his neo-con advisers have used fear tactics to portray their actions 
as patriotic in order to cover their incompetence. Indeed, they have succeeded 
in taking the “tapestry of lies” that so often characterized American foreign 
policy during the Cold War to a new level and in doing so have created the first 
post-truth presidency.>? 

Opponents of the Bush administration cannot successfully reclaim the lan- 
guage of religion and morality to argue against the immorality of a preemptive 
war and the militarization of American society to fight terrorism and tyranny 
all over the world. The neo-cons and evangelicals have a hammerlock on this 
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rhetoric. However, the argument for ethical and efficient (competent) behav- 
ior on the part of the United States should stand up well against religion and 
morality because in many respects it represents a return to diplomacy based 
on ethical realism, which both Democrats and Republicans once claimed to 
honor. After all, the Puritans traditionally prided themselves on being ethical 
and practical before their “errand into the wilderness” turned into a justifica- 
tion for economic expansionism. Security interests must once again begin to 
“serve the good as far as possible,” and American leaders must “observe cer- 
tain strict limits as to what they are prepared to do on behalf” of the country. 
There is no other way to restore the credibility and accountability of the United 
States at home and abroad that has so declined during the Bush presidency.*° 

Katrina, along with decreasing support for the Iraq war, revelations about 
torture, NSA warrantless wiretaps, and misguided agreements with Dubai over 
ownership of U.S. ports and with India over nuclear power all coalesced at 
the beginning of Bush’s second term. They were harbingers of the bad luck 
and/or overreaching and misleading public statements, if not outright lies, that 
have plagued so many second-term presidents, such as FDR, Eisenhower, LBJ, 
Nixon, Reagan, and Clinton. The excessive popular support that Bush enjoyed 
for most of his first term because of a very ambitious open-ended war against 
terrorism began to diminish in 2004 when it became evident that the major 
reason given for the war in Iraq — the presence of weapons of mass destruction 
(WMDs) - did not exist. Lack of proof of the connection between al Qaeda 
and Saddam Hussein and evidence of torture at Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo 
also lowered his standing in the polls and raised questions about his credibility 
(and the country’s), but not enough to prevent his reelection in 2004 because 
he successfully continued to campaign using fear and faith. However, by the 
time of the 2006 midterm election, facts and demands for accountability began 
to prevail over the fictions of Republican political slogans. 

The 2006 midterm elections held out the hope that the “revolutionary utopi- 
anism” of the neo-conservatives and messianic religious right would not con- 
tinue to dominate U.S. diplomacy. There was a possibility that the current 
asymmetry of fiction over fact, of ideology and faith-based policies over ethical 
and practical ones, could be brought under control. This may place too much 
trust in the Democrats, who have not distinguished themselves very much from 
Republican positions in Congress since 1994. However, Faustian foreign pol- 
icy imbalances of the past have been moderated, and this one may have run its 
course because of two unrelated events: the incompetence demonstrated by the 
Bush administration during the Katrina crisis and the occupation of Iraq. 

Whether public perception of Bush’s incompetence and mendacity as a war 
leader and his failure during a major domestic crisis will also affect the 2008 
presidential election remains to be seen. Much depends on his party’s ability 
to regain full support of the evangelical vote despite the fact Bush has not 
delivered on some their more extreme demands for constitutional amendments 
banning abortion and gay marriage. Examples of corruption and anti-family 
values displayed by a few leading Republican politicians and evangelical leaders 
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have also created cracks in the powerful radical right voting block that did not 
exist in 2000 and 2004. Bush must also win back dissident neo-conservatives. 
Unfortunately, he cannot satisfy both his secular and religious bases without 
becoming more extreme in his remaining months in office as a lame duck. 

Clearly, it is time for both moderate Democrats and Republicans to claim that 
ethical behavior (and the request for efficient competency and accountability 
in diplomatic and domestic matters) is truly patriotic and need not be above 
the law, as moralistic and incompetent behavior often are. The outcome in Iraq 
will not be known for years, perhaps decades, but the botched occupation of 
Iraq seems doomed to go down in history with other bungled or unnecessary 
military actions based on imperial folly. Initial incompetence is not usually 
forgotten regardless of the ultimate long-term consequence of a war, especially 
when it can be blamed on an accidental second-term president. 


March of Freedom or Folly? 


In the best of all possible worlds, the century that celebrated and promoted 
Wilson’s notion of national self-determination after both world wars through 
international organizations should have seen the United States enter the twenty- 
first century with a sustained commitment to a truly global cooperative foreign 
policy rather than continuing to practice independent internationalism. But that 
would have required a more candid discussion of the evolution of the purpose 
and mission of the United States over the last fifty years, especially during the 
1990s. The basic unanswered question is whether the myth of exceptionalism 
from John Winthrop to Woodrow Wilson and now George W. Bush serves the 
needs of the nation or the world. National myths are necessary for “coherent 
public action,” but only those that “yield acceptable results” continue over time. 
All myths tend to exceed their original purpose. This may be true of American 
exceptionalism. Either the United States will succeed in remaking the world 
in its own image, and thus no longer be exceptional, or its attempts to do so 
will alienate the rest of the world. In any case, the myth of exceptionalism is no 
longer serving the best interests of the United States, to say nothing of the world. 
Mythical or fictional characters who sell their souls to the devil seldom triumph 
in the long run. Unless the United States, having won the Cold War without its 
soul intact, can now magnanimously admit that its goals and Faustian tactics 
in that conflict were not always ethical, it may end up wondering later in this 
century why it lost the post-Cold War world. 

Clearly, since September 11 the United States has stood at a juncture in his- 
tory, a moment, a watershed, in which its foreign policy could have followed a 
direction other than the one dictated by extreme Republican ideologues. Instead 
of taking advantage of the historic crossroads created by September 11 so that 
the twenty-first century would not repeat the murderous path of the last one, 
the president and those of his advisers who had not resigned by the end of 2006 
seemed determined to “stay the course” on their “march to folly...toward 
bombastic nationalism, military quagmire and escalating debt, all of which 
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have made its access to the oil controlled by the seething countries of the Mid- 
dle East ever more precarious.” 4 

The Bush administration has not yet absorbed the most important lesson of 
the second Gulf War, namely, that a war of choice launched under false pretenses 
based on deliberately distorted intelligence must be examined and investigated 
again and again because the way a country enters a war usually determines the 
way it emerges from the conflict. Significant American involvement in Vietnam 
started with the lie about what happened in the Gulf of Tonkin, and it ended 
with the deception known as “peace with honor.” An equally fraudulent con- 
clusion will no doubt characterize the end of the war in Iraq because there is no 
“right” solution to the civil war and haven for terrorism that the United States 
has created there. 

In his 2006 State of the Union address and in a half-dozen frantic ones 
before Christmas 2005, and in an earlier talk on October 6, Bush underscored 
the importance of the historical moment in which he found himself. He sim- 
plistically insisted that the United States now sought “total” and “complete” 
victory in the war in Iraq, and also “the end of tyranny in our world” because 
the “future security of America depends on this.” Although he had spoken 
about ending tyranny in his second inaugural address in January 2005, in these 
talks at the end of that year and at the beginning of 2006 his rhetoric became 
almost completely devoid of reality. He called criticism “misguided idealism” 
and charged individual critics with being protectionists or isolationists and 
implicitly unpatriotic for not joining up “when freedom is on the march.” Bush 
proudly predicted in his sixth State of the Union address that he had started a 
“long war against a determined enemy, a war that will be fought by presidents 
of both parties” indefinitely into the future. Until the fall of 2006, Bush used the 
phrase “stay the course” to convey his determination to win both ideologically 
and militarily in Iraq. As of January 2007, in his “New Way Forward” address, 
he made veiled military threats against both Iran and Syria and still insisted that 
“failure in Iraq would be a ‘disaster’ for the United States” because it would 
mean the terrorists “would have a safe haven from which to plan and launch 
attacks on the American people.” Despite the self-evident strategic, humani- 
tarian, and ethical disaster he had created in Iraq, Bush did not waver in his 
commitment to the “young democracy” in Iraq and to “the advance of freedom 
[as] the calling of our time.”4* 

How a march of freedom could result from practicing torture, massive 
surveillance at home and abroad, restricting the civil liberties of innocent civil- 
ians as well as those designated “enemy combatants,” and endless war in the 
name of peace makes sense only to a president completely beguiled by the neo- 
conservative version of Orwell’s Newspeak. Nonetheless, Bush continued at 
the beginning of 2007 to call upon the world to join the United States in his 
global war against evil. Ironically, the first major stage of that war received 
a negative evaluation in the February 2007 National Intelligence Estimate on 
Iraq. It stated that the “overall security situation [there] will continue to dete- 
riorate” at rates comparable to the latter part of 2006. Faced with this harsh 
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reality, in May Bush began contradicting his earlier defense of the war in Iraq, 
namely, that the United States was fighting there so that the terrorists would 
not come here, by saying that the terrorists now being trained in Iraq by al 
Qaeda (without acknowledging that it had become a breeding ground because 
of the war) would come here if American soldiers were withdrawn. With the 
creation of this circular scenario, the president came perilously close to having 
no clothes. As Bush’s standing in the polls plummeted, his advisers insisted that 
he was simply being Trumanesque.*? Regardless, the presidency remained as 
powerful, imponderable, and imperial as ever. 

America needs political leaders who, instead of endorsing more unilateral 
diplomatic actions, can see what a calamity some past foreign policies have 
been and what unintended negative consequences (blowback) they have pro- 
duced. The country needs leaders of both parties or from a third party who 
will try to rectify the worldwide resentment of the United States that the Bush 
administration has managed to create with its “double standards and double 
talk ...crass ignorance and arrogance . . . wrong assumptions and dubious poli- 
cies.” Without reformed or new leadership, the United States seems well on its 
way to setting in motion, as did the First World War, another bloodthirsty 
century, thus contributing to one more rupture in the seamless chronological 
web of humankind. Most of all, “we need people with vision who can imagine 
what a just world would look like” and not simply talk about waging a war on 
terrorism to make the world look like America. In summary, the country needs 
leaders who can see beyond the limits of the myth of American exceptional- 
ism, which projects a perennial view of the country as an innocent victim of 
evil forces, motivated only by good intentions, commitment to just causes, and 
general law-abiding uniqueness among nations. This “masquerading as a force 
for good” must at long last be exposed as it was not during the Cold War.44 
Current and future American leaders must not let the country be dragged into 
Bush’s long war for generations to come. This could amount to a legacy of 
bloodshed exceeding even that of the twentieth century. 

Unless Bush can extract himself from the unethical and increasingly inef- 
ficient tentacles of the neo-conservatives, who have not served him well, he 
will go down in history as a hapless accidental president instead of a lauded 
transformational one — a man who set in motion an endless war and sectarian 
violence throughout the Middle East at the beginning of the twenty-first century 
while claiming to do God’s work. Indeed, this would be a “memorable” legacy — 
far beyond, and in contradiction of, Woodrow Wilson’s. 
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